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ABSTRACT
Social Exchange Theory (SET) is used widely to explain commercial business-tobusiness (B2B) relationship exchange. However, very little literature is dedicated to SET’s use in
explaining business-to-government (B2G) relationship exchange. More specifically, little if any
literature explores:


How customer/contractor relationship is developed during the SET search and selection
process



The influence exerted by contractors to shape customer’s requirements and selection
criteria (Positioning)



Impact of contractors’ communication interchange on development of perceived
customer relationship (trust and commitment)



Success competing for contract award as measured by reputational trust and reputational
performance satisfaction
This ethnomethodology match pair study utilizes Wilson’s (1995) search and selection

phase of the relationship development model of SET as a lens to evaluate Business Development
(BD) personnel interaction with customers in the B2G business sector impact award decisions.
This study looks at the development of perceived trust, perceived commitment, positioning, and
communications interchange by the contractor's BD personnel with government customers prior
to the release of a Request for Proposal (RFP) and how the customer's evaluation of reputational
trust and reputational performance satisfaction impacted the contract award decision following
formal proposal evaluation. In this way, the match pair approach looks at the 1) contractors’
evaluation of the customer at the point of the RFP’s release and 2) the customer’s evaluation of
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the contractor’s post-proposal submission allowing the researcher to contrast the two viewpoints
as compared to the results—award decision.
This research expands the use of SETs to predict future contract awards based on the
customer/contractor relationship exchange during the search and selection phase. Additionally,
this research improves the understanding of how contractors influence the B2G customer’s
requirements during the development process.
A key finding in this research was that Contractors who engage in active
Communications Interchange to develop customer Perceived Trust and Perceived Commitment
and Position themselves for upcoming contract opportunities prior to solicitation release
indicated a trend showing a statistically significant, positive impact on the award decision.
Perceived Trust and Perceived Commitment in the absence of Communications Interchange
indicated a trend showing a statistically significant, negative impact on the award decision.
Additional key findings from the customer debriefs indicated a trend showing Reputational Trust
was a reliable predictor of the awardee. However, Reputational Performance Satisfaction
consisting of the customer's overall rating of the contractor's past performance, was not a reliable
predictor of the contract awardee.
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CHAPTER I: CONDUCTING B2G SALES
I.1

Introduction
The Federal Government follows a defined acquisition process, codified by law and

outlined in the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR). The FAR defines the detailed processes
regarding how, when, and under what conditions government personnel and contractors interact
during acquisition efforts, FAR § [Part 1]. Figure 1 presents the general government acquisition
process flow within which contractors must operate to be
awarded contracts. Failure to comply with FAR can result
in rejected proposals or disbarment from pursuing future
government work. The acquisition process consists of
multiple stages depicted in Figure 1. Each stage offers
contractors varying levels of access to acquisition
personnel to develop a relationship and provide
information to gain trust and commitment and better
position their company to win the targeted contract.
Without federal government acquisition
understanding, Government Contractors participate in this
process principally upon release of the RFP or through
attendance at advertised Industry Day events where all
interested contractors get an opportunity to attend
customer presentations and potentially interact in one-onone meetings. If the contractor is not actively engaged in
the early stages of the acquisition process, by the time these

Figure 1: Federal Acquisition Process.
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events occur, the contractor has missed most if not all opportunities to (a) actively participate in
the requirements definition phase, (b) develop a relationship with the customer, and (c) collect
valuable information about the contract opportunity directly from the customer.
Engaging in each of these pre-RFP opportunities would provide the contractor with the
information, feedback, and insights to significantly improve the proposed solution, positioning
them with a higher probability of winning (P WIN). Using Social Exchange Theory (SET) as the
theoretical lens, this study aims to determine if customer relationship development efforts
conducted prior to the RFP release positively impact the contract award decision.
I.1.1

Acquisition Process Initiation. The acquisition process is initiated when the Program

Management Office (PMO) identifies a mission requirement that needs to be fulfilled by a
contractor. Experienced Business Development (BD) personnel (Sales Lead), as well as their
competitors, work to engage the PMO with the goal of:


Identifying potential contract opportunities or customer mission needs or requirements;
and



Introducing contractors’ capabilities to perform or meet customers' needs or
requirements.
This is a precursor to the acquisition process. During this precursor stage, BD personnel

have the greatest opportunity to build initial trust and commitment, two fundamental factors in
developing a relationship (Wilson, 1995).
PMOs have no authority or warrant to award contracts directly; this authority is held by
Contracting Agencies (CA) warranted to bind the US Government contractually (FAR § [Part
219.7103-2]. Many Agencies require PMOs to work with CA’s already established within the
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Agency for all acquisitions. Some PMOs can also work with other CAs, depending on what
products or services are procured. CA’s pay for their services by charging PMOs a fee to provide
contracting services. BD personnel must understand the role played by the PMO and the CA in
the procurement process and how both organizations work together. Often, based on the products
or services needed by the PMO, BD personnel can recommend other CA’s better suited to the
procurement type.
I.1.2

Acquisition Planning. Following the PMOs engagement of the CA, the PMO, in

coordination with a CA—now jointly with the customer—initiate the acquisition planning stage
by conducting an initial market analysis by releasing requirements to the general contracting
community and gauging their ability to provide products or perform services through a Request
for Information (RFI). In addition to continuing communication exchange efforts, the customer
may host an Industry Day to present the requirements and conduct direct discussions with
contractors’ BD personnel. In addition to these formal interactions, customers frequently meet
informally with contractors to discuss opportunities.
During the Acquisition Planning stage, program requirements, program budgets, and
selection criteria are developed and finalized before the next few stages codify these into an RFP
or solicitation. Following the Acquisition Planning stage, the opportunity to make any
meaningful changes to the requirements or selection criteria is minimal or very difficult.
The RFP is released in stage 5 of the acquisition process. Contractors who wait until RFP
receipt, having minimum or no direct customer engagement, are unlikely to fully understand the
program requirements or customer needs beyond those listed in the RFP. Thus, they are less able
to develop a customer-focused proposal resulting in a reduced P WIN.
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I.2

Statement of the Problem
The positive impact of direct engagement on customer commitment, resulting from

developing a close customer relationship early in the acquisition cycle, is generally
acknowledged throughout the federal marketplace. However, the available research to support
this relationship is not available (research not released to academia or industry) as this data is
considered highly competitive sensitive information. The importance of developing the
contractor/government relationship and the contractors’ performance reputation prior to the
release of an RFP on the final selection of awardee (customer commitment) is not fully
understood.
I.3

Conceptual Framework for the Study
Business-to-Business (B2B) SET research on relationship development, focused on the

Search and Selection phase established by Wilson (1995), provided the framework for this
research. The SET Search and Selection process evaluated how Communication Interchange
between government and contractors impacts Perceived Trust, Perceived Commitment, and
Positioning. The process then evaluated how the preceding variables combined with Reputational
Trust and Reputational Performance Satisfaction’s proposal evaluation scores impact the contract
award decision, as shown in Figure 2.
Large, complex contract opportunities involving the delivery of complex systems or
services frequently take between one to two years to fully complete the overall acquisition
process from Acquisition Planning through Contract Execution following award. The following
steps describe the acquisition process in relation to the impact of the constructs on the outcome.

Program Management Office
Identification of Program Requirements
2

Contracting Agency

1. Acquisition Planning
A. Preform Market Research
I. Send RFI/Sources Sought
II. Conduct Industry Meetings
III. Conduct Interchange Meetings
IV. Evaluate Potential Solutions
B. Develop:
I. Cost Estimate
II. Evaluation Criteria
III. Proposal Instructions
C. Select Evaluation Methodology
D. Establish Source Selection Organization
2. Develop Source Selection Plan (SSP)
3. Develop Solicitation
4. Develop Evaluation Factors, Subfactors,
Weights, Adjectival Ratings & Standards

3

Communications Interchange*

1

Open/unrestricted
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Perceived Trust:
4
 Understanding of capabilities
 Acceptance of recommendations
 Acceptance of alternate Contracting
Agencies/Contract Vehicles
(Doney, Cannon, & Mullen, 1998; Zucker ,1996)

B/NB
Decision

5
Perceived Commitment:
 Establish Work Relationship with Decision Makers
 Present Contractor Capabilities/Experience
 Gain Customer knowledge
(Anderson and Weitz, 1992)

Positioning:
Program requirements, budget recommendations,
and selection criteria included in RFP from Shaping
efforts. (Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987)

6

8

Adoption of
Recommendations

Request for Proposal

7

6. Bids/Proposals Evaluation & Selection
7. Manage Exchanges with Offerors
8. Select & Award Contract to Successful
Bidder
9. Notify Unsuccessful Bidder
10. Conduct Debriefs (Upon Request)
11. Conduct Contract Administration
Source: Federal Acquisition Regulations
Diagram Source (Reed, 2017)

Controlled/Restricted

5. Solicitation Advertised & Issued
Proposal Response

11

Contract
Award/ 12
Loss

Reputational Performance
Satisfaction:
Reputational Trust:

9

 Proposed Technical/ Management Solution
 Evaluated ability to deliver proposed Solution
Anderson & Weitz, 1992; Pruitt, 1981; & Tucker, 2008)

10

 Direct Recent/Relevant Past
Performance Reference
 Confidence of contractor performance
based on past contract performance
(Wilson, 1995)

Figure 2: Acquisition Process Flow.
Integrated with search and selection factors with constructs to be evaluated underlined.

1. A Government Agency initiates the acquisition process, or a department or agency Program
Management Office (PMO) works with Contracting Agency (CA) to initiate a formal
acquisition effort to procure required products and services.
2. The overall Government Acquisition Process generally consists of 11 phases presented in
Figure 2 as governed by FAR.
3. During Phase 1 of the acquisition process, customer (PMO and CA)/contractor
communications are generally open and unrestricted. Prior to and during Phase 1, the
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contractor engages in formal/informal communication interchanges to develop customer
commitment and trust, positioning the company’s solution and other recommendations as
preferred by the customer. Customer/contractor communications become more restricted
until the RFP is released starting in Phase 2 through Phase 4. Upon RFP release,
communications become controlled and restricted.
4. Development of perceived trust is accomplished by providing information to the customer
that demonstrates their ability to meet obligations and expectations based on a third party and
other information exchanged.
5. Development of perceived commitment is accomplished by providing information to the
customer that demonstrates the contractor’s ability to meet the customer’s mission
requirements. The level of commitment is indicated by the level and frequency of interaction
with the customer, such as the number of direct face-to-face or phone meetings, emails
exchanged, etc., and their agreement on the value of the information presented.
6. Positioning directly results from communications interchange and the customer’s acceptance
of recommendations reflected in the released RFP.
7. RFP is released mid-way through the government acquisition process.
8. Bid/No Bid decision is made based on the success of the communication interchange, leading
to recommendations reflected in the RFP and customer feedback of perceived commitment.
9. Reputational trust is the customer’s evaluated score of the contractor’s demonstrated contract
performance history of successfully working with the customers’ personnel and meeting
performance requirements as presented in the contractor’s proposal.
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10. Reputational performance satisfaction is the customer’s evaluated score of the customer’s
confidence that the contractor has the ability and experience to deliver the critical selection
criteria presented in the contractor’s proposal.
11. The contractor submits a proposed response to the RFP detailing their approach for meeting
the customer’s mission requirements, similar performance references for past or current
contract efforts, and their quoted price.
12. The customer’s decision to award or notification of loss is based on the customer’s
evaluation of the proposal. Frequently, contractors request a debrief (win or lose) to
understand how the customer evaluated their proposal as well as to gain additional
information to improve future proposal efforts.
I.4

Purpose of the Study
The study used the SET search and selection process to conduct empirical research on

how the government/contractor relationships influence bid decisions and customer commitment
(contract awards/losses). The study used a match pair approach looking at the (a) contractors’
evaluation of the customer at the point of the RFP’s release and (b) the customer’s evaluation of
the contractor’s post-proposal submission. This allowed the researcher to contrast the two
viewpoints and compare the results—award decision.
The unit of measure was each individual contract opportunity pursued by the contractor
and met the following criteria:
1. The proposal was submitted in response to a customer RFP in pursuit of a contract
opportunity.
2. The customer made an award decision.
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The level of interaction between the customer and the contractor prior to RFP release
through final award determination was examined to determine the effects of communication
interchanges on the contractor’s ability to develop customer trust and commitment and position
their company as the best possible candidate to receive the contract award.
I.5

Research Question
The research was designed to answer the research question: Does the

customer/contractor relationship prior to solicitation release impact the award decision?
I.6

Procedures
The researcher conducted a quantitative study utilizing the following procedures:
1. Collaborated with BD executives and former government customers to validate
Appendix B: interview questions to identify BD executives’ factors to measure the
perceived customer relationship for a contract opportunity.
2. Conducted 25 structured interviews of BD executives and BD personnel to measure
how government/contractors' communications interchange for each contract
opportunity impacted the perceived commitment and positioning.
3. Evaluated customer debriefs (formal win/loss debrief provided to the contractor by
the customer) aligned with the 25 structured interviews to identify how Reputational
Trust and Reputational Performance Satisfaction scores from the proposal evaluation
process combined to impact customer commitment (contract award decision).

I.7

Significance of the Study
The research expanded the knowledge of SET’s impact on the customer/contractor

relationship development’s direct impact on decision-making to pursue a new contract
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opportunity and impact on customer commitment (award decisions). This research also
introduced Positioning as a new SET Search and Selection processing construct. Positioning will
reflect the customers’ acceptance of a contractor’s recommendations as evidenced by contractor
recommendations written into an RFP’s requirements and/or contract award selection criteria.
I.8

Research Design
This study’s organization is based on the research design approach of Mathiassen (2017),

presented in Table 1.
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Component
Problem

Area of
Concern

Framing

Method

Research
Question
Contribution

Specification
The importance of developing the contractor/government relationship and the contractors’
performance reputation prior to the release of an RFP on the final selection of awardee (award
decision) is not fully understood. By not developing a pre-RFP relationship, many contractors
unnecessarily expend valuable resources by pursuing opportunities and creating proposals with
low win probabilities.
Use SET, Search and Selection process to study how communications interchange between
government and contractors impacts perceived trust, perceived commitment, and positioning
combine to influence the award decision. Then study how the preceding variables combined with
reputational trust and reputational performance satisfaction proposal evaluation scores combine
to impact the contract award decision.
Use SET, Search and Selection process to conduct match pair empirical research on how
government/contractor relationships influenced the customer award decision. The unit of
measure will be an opportunity pursued by the contractor and meets the following criteria:
The proposal was submitted in response to a customer RFP in pursuit of a contract opportunity.
The customer made an award decision.
A formal win/loss debrief was provided to the contractor by the customer.
The level of interaction between the customer and the contractor prior to RFP release through
final award determination will be examined the contractor’s ability to develop customer
commitment and position their company as the best possible candidate to receive the contract
award.
The researcher will conduct a quantitative study by:
1. Collaborate with BD executives and former government customers to validate Appendix B:
interview script questions to identify factors used by BD executives to measure the perceived
customer relationship for a contract opportunity.
2. Conduct structured in-person surveys with BD executives and personnel for each selected
contract opportunity utilizing Appendix B: Instruments to measure (a) communications
interchange between the government and contractors, (b) perceived trust, (c) perceived
commitment, and (d) positioning.
3. Analyze Customer debrief for each contract opportunity to identify Reputational Trust and
Reputational Performance Satisfaction scores from the proposal evaluation process and the
contract Award Decision.
Does the customer/contractor relationship prior to solicitation release impact the award decision?
C1 Provide ethnomethodology match pair research that will expand SET’s impact on the
customer/contractor relationship development and how this relationship potentially determines
the award decisions.
C2 Expand SET Search and Selection process construct, positioning—reflects customers’
acceptance of a contractor’s recommendations as evidenced by contractor recommendations
written into an RFP’s requirements and/or contract award selection criteria.

Table 1: Research Design Approach.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
II.1

Introduction
Social Exchange Theory (SET) states that two parties form an economic exchange

relationship whose dependence continues until a better alternate relationship is formed (Lambe et
al., 2001). Relationships develop in five stages (Wilson, 1995):
1. Search and Selection: Process of locating and evaluating protentional partners.
2. Defining Purpose: Establishing mutual goals, conflict resolution, and deliverables.
3. Setting Relationship Boundaries: Establishing lines of authority and accountability.
4. Creating Relationship Values: Capabilities of both parties are enhanced by the
relationship.
5. Relationship Maintenance: On-going performance adjustments to meet changes to the
mission, technology, regulatory, or environment.
Wilson (1995) identifies reputation, performance satisfaction, and trust as active
constructs during the search and selection process. Wilson (1995) also notes that as a “risk
reduction strategy,” the customer should have “preliminary discussions with multiple potential
partners” (p. 340), an approach better aligned with the FAR acquisition stages. The search and
selection process also sees the development of social bonding between the customer and
contractor, beginning the development of mutual trust (p. 340). During the SET search and
selection stage, contractors begin the process of building customer commitment by engaging in
shaping activities such as ensuring the customer is aware of their capabilities and relevant past
performance and how they performed. The goal of shaping activities is to help the customer
understand the minimum performance standards required to achieve the programs’ requirements
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and what selection criteria should be included in the RFP (positioning). Thus, shaping activities
help place the contractor in a better position to win the contract by presenting the lowest program
risk and offering the highest probability of successfully completing the contract on time and on
budget. Through the communications interchange, the contractor lays the groundwork to
demonstrate the contactor’s “long and short orientation in developing a future relationship”
(Anderson & Weitz, 1992: 19).
Federal CAs and PMOs are risk-averse when making awards for complex programs and
services that directly impact the success of critical government missions. As shown in Figure 3,
program failures can be both expensive and deadly. The relationship between the customer and
the contractor (knowledge of corporate capabilities/experience, key personnel, organizational
maturity, etc.) is a key component of mitigating selection risk. Customers must ensure awarded
contracts are performed as specified;

Army recalls 16,000 body armor sets amid testing dispute
(Mount, 2009)

otherwise, delivery of critical government
services may fail. Incorrect or defective

“WASHINGTON (CNN) -- The US Army is recalling more than
16,000 sets of body armor even though the secretary of the Army
disagrees with a Department of Defense report that some of the
ceramic plates failed testing and might not offer the protection
required for troops on the battlefield.

products could result in potential loss of life,

At issue are the removable bullet-proof ceramic plates that are part
of a soldier’s body armor.

unnecessary loss of taxpayer dollars, and

Army Secretary Peter Geren denied any problems with testing but
said the armor is being recalled as a precaution and will be replaced
with other plates that are not part of the recall, according to Army
officials.”

public relations difficulties.

Figure 3: CNN News Story

II.2

Theoretical Background
SET is widely utilized to explain the commercial business-to-business (B2B) relationship

exchange. However, little research has been dedicated to utilizing SET to explore how the
government (customer) to contractor (companies performing services or providing products to
the government) relationship is developed prior to the release of an RFP.
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Lambe et al. (2001) literature review identifies six SET process models developed to
explain B2B relationship development. This research uses the SET search and selection process
described by Wilson (1995) to explain the B2G relationships and the initial steps taken to
identify the appropriate partner (p. 340). This step in the process establishes the organizational
relational foundation of trust and commitment necessary for partnership development.
II.2.1

FAR’s Impact on Customer/Contractor Interaction. The Federal Government follows

a defined acquisition process codified by law: Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR). FAR
defines a detailed process of how, when, and under what conditions government personnel and
contractors interact during a procurement effort. Figure 1 in Chapter 1 presents the general
government acquisition process flow. Contractors must operate within this regulatory structure to
be awarded contracts. Failure to comply with FAR can result in rejected proposals or disbarment
from pursuing future government work.
Even within this regulatory framework, there are windows of opportunity for the
contractor to actively communicate with procurement officials Program Management Office
(PMO) and Contracting Agency (CA) to “gain a better understanding of the commercial market,
including appropriate selection criteria (SD-5, 2008: 32-33).” Cova et al.’s (2000) research
demonstrated the importance of working directly with key customers and decision-makers to
understand their concerns, preferences, and buying decision histories to develop a winning
strategy successfully.
II.2.2

Literature Search and Selection Process. The initial general literature search focused

on locating SET literature reviews with a specific focus on B2B relationship development. SET
literature reviews provided a broad overview of applications, key works, theoretical concepts,
processes, and constructs. The SET literature reviews also provided citation references to articles
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key to developing the SET theory and the SET relationship development process. To narrow
SET literature focused on the search and selection process, a citation search for articles citing
David T. Wilson (1995) was performed and provided more current, supporting research
regarding the SET relationship development process. The following process steps were used for
this search:
1. Located Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science that published Wilson (1995).
2. Selected EBSCOhost Business Source Complete – GALILEO to view the Journal.
3. Conducted “Search within this publication.”
4. Conduct Advanced Search for “David T. Wilson” to locate the actual articles.
5. Conducted “Times Cited in this Database: (412)” to display all cited references.
Note: It was not possible to search within the results.
6. Reviewed titles and abstracts to eliminate articles not related to the research question.
7. Of 412 articles, excluded all but 11, including Wilson (1995).
8. The remaining articles identified multiple additional articles for use (Snowballing).
II.3

Theoretical Background
Because the social exchange is ubiquitous in social relations, it has been discussed as far

back as Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (1162a34—ll63a24) (Blua, 1968; Lambe et al., 2001).
However, SET can be traced to “one of the oldest theories of social behavior” developed by
Homans (1958: 579 as cited by Lambe et al., 2001: 4). Homans (1958: 606) further defined
social exchange as, “Social behavior is an exchange of goods, material goods but also nonmaterial ones, such as the symbols of approval or prestige.” Blau (1968: 454) established social
exchange boundaries and expanded the concept of exchange as the “voluntary social actions that
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are contingent on rewarding reactions from others and that cease when these expected reactions
are not forthcoming.”
In the 1970s, Kolter (1975), Bagozzi (1975), and Hunt (1976) defined Marketing as an
exchange between two parties. Kolter’s (1975: 48) definition expanded exchange from being
limited to goods and services to include “other resources such as time, energy, and feelings.”
This change resulted in exchange becoming a primary focus in B2B marketing research (Lambe
et al., 2001). Organizational relationships involve early social bonding through positive
interactions (Håkansson & Wootz, 1979) to develop mutual trust (Wilson, 1995) and
position/shape the opportunity to enhance the contractor’s attractiveness (Dwyer et al., 1987),
improving PWIN.
Lambe et al. (2001) present six SET process models that explain B2B relationship
development; however, only two of those models address the critical initial steps for identifying
the appropriate partner. The model by Dwyer et al. (1987) posits that relationships develop
through awareness and exploration phases.


Awareness: “Recognition that … a party is a feasible exchange partner” (Dwyer et al.,
1987: 15).



Exploration: A “search and trial” phase consisting of five subprocesses: (a) attraction,
(b) communication and bargaining, (c) development and exercise of power, (d) norm
development, and (e) expectation development (15).
Other phases included expansion, commitment, and dissolution. The exploration phase is

a “testing period for the relationship” (Dwyer et al., 1987: 15) which does not map well to FAR
(20).
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Wilson (1995) presents a relationship development model with five stages, including a
search and selection phase that addresses locating and evaluating protentional partners. The
search and selection focus on performance satisfaction and trust as active constructs. A risk
reduction strategy evaluates multiple potential partners during preliminary discussions, making
this model aligned with FAR (Wilson, 1995: 340). Other phases included Defining Purpose,
Setting Relationship Boundaries, Creating Relationship Values, and Relationship Maintenance.
Table 2 presents constructs used to measure the customer/contractor relationship during
the search and selection phase, with greater detail in the following sections.
Variables
Perceived Trust

Customer Evaluation Contractor Evaluation of
Customer
of Contractor

Perceived
Commitment
Positioning

Communications
Interchange
Reputational Trust
Reputational1
Performance
Satisfaction
Award Decision

Definition
Contractors’ belief in the customer’s confidence in their ability to meet
obligations and expectations based on the information exchanged.
Contractors’ belief that the customer is confident in the future relationship
will bring value or long-term benefits based on the information exchanged.
Indicated customers’ acceptance of a contractor’s recommendations
manifested by direct links written in the RFP’s requirements and award
selection criteria.
Frequent two-way communications between the customer and contractor
concerning future program/mission requirements, needs, goals, and
performance expectations with the contractor providing recommended
solutions, options, and potential costs are ethically exchanged between the
two parties.
The belief that the other party will coordinate and take all necessary actions to
fulfill future contractual obligations is based on perceived trustworthiness and
the ability to offer promises on future obligations.
The belief that the other party will meet performance or quality standards,
having performed the same or similar tasks for prior contracts successfully.

Sources Contributing
to Definitions
Doney et al., 1998;
Zucker, 1996
Anderson and Weitz,
1992; Wilson, 1995
Dwyer et al., 1987

Anderson and Weitz,
1992
Anderson & Weitz,
1992; Pruitt, 1981;
Tucker, 2008
Wilson, 1995

Contract Award by the customer to the contractor concluding the acquisition
process.

Table 2: SET Variables Used to Evaluate Customer Relationship to Support Award Decisions.

1

“Beliefs or opinions that are generally held about someone or something.” Oxford English Dictionary
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II.4

Excluded Theory
Transaction Cost Analysis (TCA): In the government marketplace, the SET search and

selection process to locate, evaluate, and select contractors for contracts award is governed by
FAR. This legal and contractual-focused approach initially points to utilizing TCA to study the
search and selection process as an alternative theory. TCA aims to obtain services and goods at
the lowest possible transitional cost (Lambe et al., 2001; Miles, 2012). Miles (2012: 329) states
that TCA “…assumes that two trading companies … deal with each other basically as equals.”
Under the FAR, customers evaluate proposals leading to contract awards primarily using two
methods:


Lowest Price Technically Acceptable (LPTA): An adversarial model used to
procure technically compliant, consumable type goods to achieve the lowest possible
price.



Best Value: Also, an adversarial model focused on identifying the greatest value per
dollar spent, whether it be greater expertise, higher quality, highly skilled personnel,
or significantly lower risk. Evaluation factors such as technical compliance and past
performance are significantly more important than price.

However, this study focuses on B2G best value type contracts requiring the customer and
contractor to develop a relationship for the contractor to provide complex goods and services—
not at the lowest price. Therefore, SET provided a better lens to study this phenomenon.
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II.5

Perceived2 Trust
Trust is an important and necessary variable in relationship development (Blau, 1968;

Homans, 1958; Lambe et al., 2001; Mandjak et al., 2015). Lambe et al. (2001: 21) define trust as
a “belief in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity.” At the start of a new relationship,
trust is limited or may not exist and must be developed. Trust development is necessary to reduce
perceived risk (Kuzmina and Damoiseau, 2005 & Wilson, 1995). Trust development during the
search and selection phase of the acquisition process is in line with Zucker's (1986) processbased trust mode and reliant on two-way communications (Anderson and Weitz, 1992),
including both of the following:


Formal Communication: Using Request for Information (RFI) request and Industry
Day meeting



Informal Communication: Direct communications with PMO and CA personnel

The level of trust, especially when dealing with a potential new customer, is what the
Sale Lead perceives as the trust level based on customer interactions. Contractors must establish
this direct process-based trust (Zucker, 1986) by engaging in customer-facing communication
interchanges. Failure to engage the customer may result in not achieving their goal, which is to
shape the program requirements by presenting solutions that meet program objectives and
convince the customer of the contractors’ capability to perform and meet program objectives.

2

“Become aware or conscious of (something); come to realize or understand.” Oxford English Dictionary
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Thus, perceived trust is the contractor’s belief that they have demonstrated their ability to meet
the obligations and expectations, leading to the following hypothesis.
H1: Perceived Trust is positively associated with the probability of receiving a positive
award decision.
II.6

Perceived Commitment
Perceived commitment is defined as the contractor’s assessment of success in convincing

the customer that a future relationship will bring value or long-term benefits. This belief, per
Anderson and Weitz (1992: 23), is assessed by the customer’s perception of a contractor’s
“strong sense of loyalty, the expectation of continuity in the relationship, willingness to invest in
the relationship, and a willingness to make short-term sacrifices to realize long-term benefits.”
Contractors provide past program performance type information to the customer early to ensure
their understanding or potentially shape their interpretation of future proposal language to
improve potential scores. Based on this description, this research offers the following hypothesis:
H2: Perceived Commitment is positively associated with the probability of receiving a
positive award decision.
II.7

Positioning
Positioning reflects the customers’ acceptance of the contractor’s recommendations

manifested through direct links written in the RFP’s requirements and selection criteria. Dwyer
et al. (1987: 15-16) refer to “positioning and posturing” as actions that might be taken during the
Awareness phase. However, these were not seen as measurable constructs contributing to
commitment. While customers are performing market research, BD professionals use this
opportunity to help customers, as noted in SD-5 forward by Gregory E. Saunders (2008: 1), to
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“…shape the acquisition strategy; to determine the type and content of the product description or
statement of work; and to develop the support strategy, the terms and conditions included in the
contract, and the evaluation factors used for source selection.” By assisting the customer in
market research, the BD professional can better position themselves to provide the
products/services with the best possible value and the lowest possible risk.
BD Executives can directly measure positioning efforts by evaluating the impact of
shaping activities directly in the final RFP. Examples of impact would be including company
product-specific capabilities unique to the contractor, past performance experience related to the
contractor that is not common in the industry, or source selection criteria based on capabilities of
the contractor but not to most other contractors that might bid. The resulting impact, or lack
thereof, provides the contractor the ability to assess better whether they should bid on a given
contract opportunity leading to the following hypothesis:
H3: Positioning is positively associated with the probability of receiving a positive award
decision.
II.8

Communications Interchange
For contractors who start customer engagement efforts prior to Acquisition Planning

Stage, communications should increase if the customer is comfortable speaking with the Sales
Lead (Anderson & Weitz, 1989). As communication increases, the greater the Sales Lead’s
opportunity to gather information and provide recommendations for consideration. Increased
communication interchange provides greater opportunities to build trust and present the
contractor’s past performance history and capabilities. The feedback also helps the Sales Lead
determine what areas are of greater importance to the customers (Anderson et al., 1987). The
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number of individuals with whom the Sales Lead can actively interface will increase the impact
on shaping the opportunity to favor the contractor. The communications effort requires the Sales
Lead and customer to frequently interact to achieve a high level of perceived trust, perceived
commitment, and positioning leading to the following hypothesis:
H4a: Communications Interchange moderates the relationship between perceived Trust,
such that perceived Trust will increase with higher communications exchange levels.
H4b: Communications Interchange moderates the relationship between Perceived
Commitment, such that Perceived Commitment will increase with higher communications
exchange levels.
H4c: Communications Interchange moderates the relationship between Positioning, such
that Positioning will increase with higher communications exchange levels.
II.9

Reputational Trust
Reputational trust is fundamental to developing relationships between organizations

(Wilson, 1995). Reputational trust is a belief by the customer that the contractor will fulfill future
contractual obligations based on the contractor’s experience from prior work history (Anderson
et al., 1987; Pruitt, 1981; Tucker, 2008). Reputational trust with a new customer at the
organizational level is based on the contractors’ demonstrated contract performance history of
successfully working with other customers and meeting performance requirements.
Reputation trust attributed to a contractor for a given contract opportunity is measured by
evaluating the overall technical and management scores from the submitted proposal as
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presented in the customer debrief3. The technical and management evaluation score definitions
are presented in Appendix A: Non-Cost Evaluation Factor Definitions. Based on the above
description of reputational trust, this research offers the following hypothesis:
H5: Reputational Trust is positively associated with the probability of receiving a positive
award decision.
II.10 Reputational Performance Satisfaction
Reputational performance satisfaction is defined by Wilson (1995) as a belief that the
other party will meet performance or quality standards, having performed the same or similar
tasks for prior contracts successfully. A customer’s confidence that the contractor has the ability
and experience to deliver is a critical proposal factor and selection criterion. At the
organizational level, the contractors’ reputational performance satisfaction for a relationship is
established as part of the customer’s evaluation process of the contractor’s past performance
submitted with the proposal and an evaluation of the contractor’s CPAR ratings associated with
the submitted proposal's past performance references. The purpose of this performance
evaluation is to:


Determine contractor experience level performing on contracts with the same or
similar requirements.



Evaluate contractor capabilities when performing service tasks or delivering required
products.

3

Source Selection Procedures, 2016
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Establish a performance risk assessment and confidence level rating as to whether the
contractor would be able to perform on the contract.

This evaluation led to the following hypothesis:
H6: Reputational Performance Satisfaction is positively associated with the probability of
receiving a positive award decision.
II.11 Award Decision
Award decision (contract win/loss) is the dependent construct that measures whether the
contractor was awarded a contract resulting from the targeted customer/contractor relationship
development effort. The award of a contract for a complex program or complex system often
involves a multi-year, multi-million-dollar investment by the customer. It requires the PMO and
contractor to work closely together throughout this period of performance. Building on the above
constructs, the conceptual, theoretical model shown in Figure 4 represents SET’s role in
predicting customers’ commitment to contractors.

Figure 4: Customer/Contractor Relationship Match Pair Conceptual Model for a Target Contract Opportunity.
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II.12 Conclusion
This research expands SET’s use to explain customer/contractor relationship
development into the B2G using a match pair approach. The research expands Dwyer’s (1987)
positioning—reflects customers’ acceptance of a contractor’s recommendations. This acceptance
is evidenced by the contractor recommendations being written into the RFP’s requirements
and/or contract award selection criteria, building on Dwyer et al.’s (1987) Awareness phase as a
measurable construct.
Through Communications Interchange at the beginning of the SET search and selection
process, government customers engage with contractor BD personnel with the goal of the
Defense Standardization Program SD-5 (2008) of receiving a reward by gaining “a better
understanding of the commercial market, including appropriate selection criteria” (p.33). In
seeking to gain the customer’s trust and commitment, BD personnel look to receive an award of
positioning—the inclusion of recommended requirements and selection criteria within the final
RFP. Moreover, in so doing, it places the contractor in a more competitive position.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
III.1

Introduction
This ethnomethodology match pair study used the SET relationship development model

as a lens to deduce how BD personnel within the B2G business sector, through communications
interchange prior to the release of an RFP, impact the customer’s award decision. A quantitative,
correlational research approach, using in-person, structured surveys, was used to gather data on
shaping activities and positioning results. Data was also gathered on BD personnel’s Perceived
Trust and Perceived Commitment developed through Communications Interchange activities.
Finally, post-award/loss customer debriefing analysis was used to gather primary data based on
the contractors’ past performance and proposal factor ratings For Reputational Trust and
Reputational Performance Satisfaction. Appendix B provides the survey instruments. This match
pair approach looked at the (a) contractors’ evaluation of the customer at the point of the RFP’s
release and (b) the customer’s evaluation of the contractor’s post-proposal submission allowing
the researcher to contrast the two viewpoints as compared to the results—award decision.
An in-person format was also chosen to develop a “close rapport between the interviewer
and the respondent” (Sukamolson, 2007: 13). Open-ended questions were included to help
establish context and meaning to the interviewee’s answers where appropriate.
The unit of measure was a contract opportunity pursued by the contractor where the
following criteria were met:
1. A proposal was submitted in response to a customer RFP; and
2. The Customer made a contract award notification of the decision to the contractor
through a formal written debrief.
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III.2

Research Design
The researcher conducted a quantitative, correlational study using the following steps:
1. Collaborated with BD executives and former government customers to validate
Appendix B: interview script questions to identify factors used by BD executives to
measure perceived customer relationships for a contract opportunity.
2. Conducted structured in-person surveys with BD executives and personnel for each
selected contract opportunity utilizing Appendix B: Instruments to measure (a)
Communications Interchange between the government and contractors, (b) Perceived
Trust, (c) Perceived Commitment, and (d) Positioning.
3. Analyzed Customer debrief for each contract opportunity to identify Reputational
Trust and Reputational Performance Satisfaction scores from the customer proposal
evaluation debrief and the contract award decision.

III.3

Research Question
Does the customer/contractor relationship prior to the release of a solicitation impact the

award decision?
III.4

Participants and Setting
Corporations selected were those organizations whose primary business is government

contracts and were actively soliciting business from the government. The initial corporation is
the researcher’s current employer, which authorized this study and allowed the researcher full
access to proposal data and BD personnel (Sales Leads). Additional corporations were selected
through direct references by the researcher’s company president, who also agreed to support this
study, and references from interviewees.
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Corporate representatives were introduced through corporate executives who have
already agreed to allow access to company records supporting this research. The researcher
contacted corporate representatives to identify qualifying contract opportunities and arrange
interviews with assigned BD personnel. Participants included BD executives and BD personnel
responsible for managing selected contract opportunities. Instruments are provided in Appendix
B: Instruments. See Appendix C for the Informed Consent Form.
In-person, one-hour interviews were conducted in a professional office setting, provided
that COVID restrictions allow for safe social distancing. The interviewer wore a mask as a
precaution for in-person interviews. As some participants did not feel comfortable with in-person
interviews and many BD personnel live out of state or travel extensively, interviews were also
conducted using Microsoft Teams or Zoom. Interviews conducted in this method were recorded
only with the participant’s approval. Transcripts of the interviews were provided to the
interviewees for their review with an offer to make any changes or corrections. Recordings and
transcripts were used as a reference as needed to clarify any answers or questions. The researcher
did not require additional interviews with participants.
An individual contract opportunity pursued by the contractor was the unit of measure and
met the following criteria:
1. The proposal was submitted in response to a customer RFP in pursuit of a contract
opportunity.
2. The customer made an award decision.
3. A formal win/loss debrief was provided to the contractor by the customer.
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To ensure each contract opportunity was comparable in pursuit effort required by BD
personnel, each met the following minimum criteria:
1. Contract Opportunity Value ≤$1M Value.
2. Proposal submitted in response to a customer-issued RFP.
3. Full and Open Competition or IDIQ Competitive Bid Request or Task Execution Plan
(RTEP).
Note: Exclude proposals seeking IDIQ award unless award for Sole Source IDIQ with
included Task Execution Plan.
4. Best Value Award Evaluation Criteria Used as selection criteria.
5. Combined BD and award effort not greater than three years old from the interview
date.
6. Obtained an unredacted copy of Award/Loss Customer Debrief for document
analysis.
Researchers verified contract opportunities in advance in coordination with the company
representative prior to scheduling an interview.
III.5

Data Collection
Data were collected through in-person structured interviews to collect survey data from

BD executives and Sales personnel directly engaged in the contract opportunity pursuit,
combined with a post-award/loss customer debrief review. Twenty-five (26) surveys were
completed. One (1) survey was disqualified from this research as one opportunity was
disqualified from an opportunity pursuit due to non-compliance with RFP instructions. Each
interviewee was requested to provide at least one contract opportunity that resulted in a contract

46
award and at least one that resulted in a loss. The researcher used the contract award/loss debrief
for each proposal surveyed to evaluate the Proposal and past performance evaluation as the
Customers’ direct determination of the Contractor’s success:


Award Decision (Award/Loss)



Reputational Trust



Reputational Performance Satisfaction

Open-ended questions were included to identify areas where the interviewees were
allowed to elaborate on their answers and provide feedback for areas they believed should be
considered. Contract opportunities surveys were separated into the following categories, which
allowed the researcher to identify trends by contrasting the commitment between new and
current customers and the award decisions from each:


Current Customer/Award



Current Customer/Lost



New Customer/Award



New Customer/Lost

The current Customer is defined as the contractor actively executing a contract with the
specific Customer regardless of CA or performing work for the customer within the last three
years.
The following sections discuss the instrument for each construct. In addition to the
below, demographic data was gathered to evaluate the experience level of the interviewee and
other general information to build a better understanding of individuals engaged in BD activities.
Basic contract opportunity data was collected regarding the overall contract value, type of
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competition, and percent above or below the awarded price. While the price was not factored
into this study as an independent variable, the ability to understand customer requirements and
offer a price to meet those requirements factors into the overall reputational trust evaluation.
III.5.1

Perceived Trust. The Perceived Trust instrument consisted of ten questions designed to

measure the contractors’ belief regarding the customer’s confidence in their ability to meet
obligations and expectations based on the information exchanged. A seven-point Likert scale
was utilized with the following scores: 1 – Strongly disagree; 2 – Disagree; 3 – Somewhat
disagree; 4 – Neither agree nor disagree; 5 – Somewhat agree; 6 – Agree; and 7 – Strongly agree
(Vagias, 2006).
III.5.2

Perceived Commitment. The Perceived Commitment instrument consisted of seven

questions designed to measure the contractors’ belief of the customer’s confidence that the future
relationship will bring value or long-term benefits based on the information exchanged. Answers
consisted of a seven-point Likert scale consisting of 1 – Strongly disagree; 2 – Disagree; 3 –
Somewhat disagree; 4 – Neither agree nor disagree; 5 – Somewhat agree; 6 – Agree; and 7 –
Strongly agree (Vagias, 2006).
III.5.3

Positioning. The Positioning instrument consisted of six questions (see Appendix

B.3.3), with three focused on positioning the PMO and three on the CA. The questions focused
on the contractor’s success in incorporating recommendations into the final program
requirements and RFP documents and having the PMO use a contract vehicle that the contractor
is better positioned to compete for the contract opportunity. Four of the six questions’ answers
consisted of a five-point Likert scale created by the researcher and consisted of: 1 - None; 2 Minor or insignificant recommended requirements included; 3 - Few or moderately significant
requirements included; 4 - Multiple or some significant requirements included; and 5 - Multiple
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and key/significant requirements included. One yes/no question was included in determining if
the customer used a recommended contract vehicle or CA to manage the potential contract
award. And finally, one additional question used a five-point Likert scale created by the
researcher to evaluate the amount of time allowed by the customer to create a proposal response
and consisted of: 1 – Very short/unrealistic response timeframe – Customer heavily leaning
toward incumbent or another competitor; 2 - Short timeframe - Customer leaning toward
incumbent or another competitor; 3 – Average/normal timeframe – Expected; 4 – Moderately
longer timeframe than normal; and 5 - Longer timeframe than normal.
III.5.4

Communications Interchange. The Communications Interchange instrument (see

Appendix B.3.4) documents the type, level, and frequency of Communication Interchanges
between the customer and contractor. It consisted of seven PMO and seven CA questions with
numeric, yes/no, and five Liker-scale questions with scales ranging from 1 to 5. One question for
each PMO and CA was to evaluate the level of communications with the customer and consisted
of the following: 1 – Never; 2 – Rarely; 3 – Occasionally; 4 - A moderate amount; and 5 - A
great deal. Additional questions were asked to determine if the contractor identified key
decision-makers (more than one) and actively interacted with key decision-makers during the
pre-RFP release. One question for each PMO and CA evaluated if the contractor identified key
decision-makers and consists of the following: 1 - Did not identify Key Decision Makers; 2 Identified one Key Decision Makers; 3 - Identified two Key Decision Makers; 4 - Identified
three Key Decision Makers; and 5 - Identified four Key Decision Makers. The second question is
to evaluate how many of the key decision-makers the contractor met with and consisted of the
following: 1 - Did not meet with a Key Decision Maker; 2 - Met with one Key Decision Makers;
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3 - Met with two Key Decision Makers; 4 - Met with three Key Decision Makers; and 5 - Met
with four Key Decision Makers.
The final Liker-scale question determined why the customer was placing the contract
opportunity up for bid and consisted of the following: 1 - Means for Customer to reduce costs
through recompete or response to budget cuts; 2 - End of a prior contract, mandatory contract
renewal required 3 - Change in Contract requirements 4 - Contractor no longer eligible to
perform (change in socioeconomic status, debarred, loss of security clearance/certification, etc.);
and 5 - Customer did not execute option years – poor incumbent performance.
III.5.5

Reputational Trust. The Reputational Trust (see Appendix B.3.5) was recorded from

the customer debrief rating on the contractor's Technical Rating (Liker-Scale: 1 to 5) 4, Technical
Risk Rating (Liker-Scale: 1 to 4)5, and overall Evaluation Rating (Liker-Scale: 1 to 5)6.
Definitions of the ratings based on government Technical Rating and Risk Rating and the overall
evaluation rating definitions can be found in Appendix Tables A-1 through A-3. Additional
questions were used to evaluate if the contractor was required to respond to additional Evaluation
Notices (ENs) to clarify their initial proposal submission, including proposed price changes.
III.5.6

Reputational Performance Satisfaction. Reputational Performance Satisfaction (see

Appendix B.3.6) was recorded from the customer debrief rating on the contractor’s Past
Performance Relevancy Ratings (Liker-Scale: 1 to 4)7 and Performance Confidence Assessments

4

Table 2a. Technical Rating Method. Source Selection Procedures, 2016. p. 25
Table 2b. Technical Risk Rating Method. Source Selection Procedures, 2016. p. 25
6
FAR § [Part 42.1503] Procedures, Table 42-1 - Evaluation Rating Definitions
7
Scale based on Adjectival Rating Definitions from Source Selection Procedures, April 2016
5
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(Liker-Scale: 1 to 5)8 scores. Ratings were based on government past performance and adjectival
rating definitions found in Appendix Tables A-4 through A-6 and consisted of the following:


For Past Performance Relevancy: 1 - Not Relevant; 2 - Somewhat Relevant; 3 –
Relevant; and 4 - Very Relevant.



For Performance Confidence Assessments: 1 - No Confidence; 2 - Limited
Confidence; 3 - Neutral Confidence; 4 - Satisfactory Confidence; and 5 - Substantial
Confidence.

III.5.7

Award Decision. The Award Decision (see Appendix B.3.7) was recorded from the

customer debrief as the following: 0 = Lost, 1 = Awarded Contract. An additional question was
included to determine if the awarded price was higher (1) or lower (0) than the actual awarded
price.
III.5.8

General and Open-Ended Questions. Four general and eight open-ended questions

were included (see Appendix B.3.8) to evaluate the overall engagement with the customer prior
to, upon, and following the RFP release to gain a better understanding of the overall contract
effort and what might influence the approach taken by the contractor to win the contract
opportunity. This included questions to determine the importance of developing a relationship
with the customer prior to the RFP release.

8

Scale based on Adjectival Rating Definitions from Source Selection Procedures, April 2016
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III.6

Data Analysis
The following analysis was performed on collected data.
1. Descriptive statistics for all factors.
2. Cronbach’s alpha on each factor to
measure internal consistency based on

Cronbach’s alpha
Internal Consistency
α ≥ 0.9
Excellent
0.9 > α ≥ 0.8
Good
0.8 > α ≥ 0.7
Acceptable
0.7 > α ≥ 0.6
Questionable
0.6 > α ≥ 0.5
Poor
0.5 > α
Unacceptable
Table 3: Cronbach’s alpha measures.

Table 3 (Glen, 2021).
3. Pearson r correlation to measure the degree of
relationships between variables with effect size;

Correlation
R as Effect Size
Coefficient:
R=0
No difference
± .2
Small
± .5
Medium
± .8
Large
Table 4: Cohen (1992) Effect Size
Conventions.

presented in Table 4.
4. Factor analysis to determine the ability to reduce the number of factors.
5. Conduct Factorial (or two-way) Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Regression Analysis
to evaluate relationships between factors.
6. Conduct Moderator Analysis (c = c’ + ab) for the impact of communications
interchange on perceived trust, perceived commitment, and positioning to determine
the indirect effect (a*b) and direct effect (c’).
Microsoft Excel will be used to document and organize data. SPSS and Microsoft Excel
software tools were used to perform the analysis.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS ANALYSIS
IV.1

Company & Individual Data Analysis
Twenty-five match-case, structured interviews with sixteen business development

personnel representing eight (8) government contractors were conducted. Interviewees consisted
of fourteen males (10 White, 2 Hispanic, 1 Black, and 1 Native American) and two females (both
white). Table 5 presents additional demographic data.
Questions
The number of years employed at current company?
The number of years BD experience in the Federal Marketplace?
Age?
*Thirty-Two (32) is an outlier as the next highest was eight years.
** Fifty (50) is an outlier as the next highest was 25 years.
Table 5: Interviewees' Demographic Data.
One interviewee declined to provide their age.

Mean
5.96
15.78
54.83

Median
4.5
15.00
53.00

Std. Dev.
1.8
11.09
7.24

Highest
32*
50**
68

Lowest
1
7
47

Business development personnel worked for their current employer for an average of six
(6) years and in the Federal Marketplace for an average of 16 years, providing them sufficient
time to develop multiple customer relationships with both CAs and PMOs. The average age in
the low fifties may indicate contractors' desire to ensure business development personnel had
sufficient technical knowledge, business acumen, and maturity in the
industry. The Interviewees' management levels are shown in Table 6.

Management Level
Number
C-Level/VP
6
Directors
7
Managers
3
Table 6: Interviewee Management
Levels.

Government contracting personnel engaged in business development are represented
mostly by highly experienced males in senior management positions. As indicated by the number
of interviewees at the C-Level or Vice President management level, senior executives are
frequently actively engaged in direct business development, especially in small businesses.
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Table 7 presents the business size and socioeconomic status of the company's
interviewees represented in the survey. Samples were taken from small businesses (64%),
including socioeconomic status, and large businesses (36%) to account for the process of the
business development department and
contractor/ customer relationship
maturity. This also helped to ensure a
broader government customer base

Business Size
Large Business

Socio-Economic Status
N/A
Small Business
Minority-Owned/Woman-Owned
Small Business (WOSB)
Small Business
8(A) Small Business Administration
(SBA) Certified Minority-Owned
Small Business
HUBZone SBA Certified Business
Table 7: Business Size and Socio-Economic Status.

Number
3
2

Samples
9
3

2

9

1

3

1

1

sample.
IV.2

Dimension Reduction Factor Analysis
Using the SPSS software tool, a Dimension Reduction Factor Analysis was conducted on

each variable, including a rotating component using Varimax with Kaiser Normalization to
identify any factors. Factor analysis rotated component matrices are presented for all variables in
Appendix G, along with the SSPS Factor Analysis Output Against Dependent Variable. The
small sample size limited the value of additional analysis. However, the sample showed potential
new variables for use in future research.
IV.3

Contract Opportunity Data Analysis
Nineteen (19) of the twenty-five contract opportunities (hereafter called opportunities)

were not awarded to bidding contractors represented by this research. Of the six (6) contracts
awarded, only one (1) captured the nearest unsuccessful opportunity price due to standard
government Contracting Agency practice of not providing unsuccessful contractors losing prices
to awardees. Sixteen (16) opportunities provided the contractors' price and the awardees' price.
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Figure 5 and Table 8 present

Opportunity Values

opportunity data related to the value of each

$800,000,000

opportunity, type of competition, and

$600,000,000

percentage of the awarded price, which was

$400,000,000

either above or below the contractor's
proposed price. All competitive contracts were
bid as either Full and Open Competition or a

$200,000,000
$0
Figure 5: Opportunity Values.
Values ranged from $7.2M (lowest) to $721M (highest).

Task Order within an IDIQ contract vehicle.
Item
COD-01

Questions
Contract Opportunity Value

COD-02

Type of Competition:
Full & Open (F&O); Task Execution Plan (TEP); Task Order (TO)

COD-03

If awarded contract, % price was above or below the closest competitor's price.

COD-04

Mean

Median

Std. Dev.

$141,356,131

$59,350,278
F&O
14

$185,675,724
TEP
TO
6
5
+7.10%**

If not awarded, the contract % price was above or below the winning price.
Mean
Median
Full Data Set:
6.58%
6.63%
Data Set without highest/Lowest outliers:
6.97%
5.67%
COD-05
The contract opportunity was for a current PMO customer that you were provided services on
another contract.
Total:
Awarded:
Lost:
COD-06*
The contract opportunity is for a contract renewal, i.e., you are the current incumbent Prime
Total:
Contractors.
Awarded:
Lost:
COD-07**
Has the contractor performed a contract with the target PMO within the last 3 years?
Total:
Awarded:
Lost:
COD-08
The contract opportunity is with a CA that is currently managing another contract.
Total:
Awarded:
Lost:
COD-09**
Has the contractor performed a contract with the target CA within the last 3 years?
Total:
Awarded:
Lost:
*Only one response
**Prior Customer for a contract that ended less than 3 years of the date a proposal was submitted for a new contract opportunity.
Table 8: Contract Opportunity Data Summary.

Std. Dev.
14.98%
7.53%
Yes
No
12
13
3
3
9
10
1
24
0
6
1
18
15
10
4
2
11
8
16
9
4
2
12
7
20
5
6
0
14
5
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Only one price differential was established with an awarded contract and the nearest
competitor's price, allowing no meaningful trends to be identified. The price differential was
available for sixteen (16) lost opportunities with a means of 6.58% with a standard deviation of
14.98%. Fourteen (14) opportunity values were higher than the winning price; two (2)
opportunity values were below the winning
price. Figure 6 presents the price percent
differentials plotted data points. With the
outliers removed (awarded price 40% higher
than contractors) and (awarded price 32.26%
lower than contractors), the means was
6.97%, with a standard deviation of 7.53%.

Figure 6: Price Percent Differentials Between Opportunity Value
and Actual Awarded Value.
The highest and lowest differentials represent outliers.

The following lists the customer/contractor relationship (either the PMO, CA, or both)
before the RFP release.


COD-05: The PMO was a current customer for 48.00% of the total opportunities. As shown
in the preceding Table, there were marginal to no differences if the opportunity was lost or
awarded.
COD-05 PMO (Total)
Current Cust. PMO
Not PMO Current Cust.



12
13

48.00%
52.00%

COD-05 PMO (Lost)
Current Cust. PMO
Not PMO Current Cust.

9
10

47.37%
52.63%

COD-05 PMO (Awarded)
Current Cust. PMO
Not PMO Current Cust.

3
3

50.00%
50.00%

COD-06: Only one opportunity was for a contract renewal. The remaining opportunities
were in pursuit of new business. This was insufficient to establish a trend for contract
renewal opportunities.



COD-07: The PMO had been a customer for 60.00% of total opportunities within the three
previous years, 66.67% for awarded opportunities, and 57.89% for lost opportunities.
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COD-07 PMO (Total)
Cust. Within last 3 yrs.
Not Cust. Within last 3 yrs.



15
10

COD-07 PMO (Lost)
Cust. Within last 3 yrs.
Not Cust. Within last 3 yrs.

60.00%
40.00%

11
8

57.89%
42.11%

COD-07 PMO (Awarded)
Cust. Within last 3 yrs.
Not Cust. Within last 3 yrs.

4
2

66.67%
33.33%

COD-08: The CA was a current customer for 48.00% of total opportunities, 66.67% for
awarded opportunities, and 63.16% for lost opportunities.
COD-08 CA (Total)
Current Cust. CA
Not CA Current Cust.



12
13

COD-08 CA (Lost)
Current Cust. CA
Not CA Current Cust.

48.00%
52.00%

12
7

COD-08 CA (Awarded)
Current Cust. CA
Not CA Current Cust.

63.16%
36.84%

4
2

66.67%
33.33%

COD-09: The CA was a current customer for 75.00% of total opportunities within the three
previous years, 100% for awarded opportunities, and 64.29% for lost opportunities.
COD-09 CA (Total)
Cust. Within last 3 yrs.
Not Cust. Within last 3 yrs.

15
10

60.00%
40.00%

COD-09 CA (Lost)
Cust. Within last 3 yrs.
Not Cust. Within last 3 yrs.

14
5

73.68%
26.32%

COD-09 CA (Awarded)
Cust. Within last 3 yrs.
Not Cust. Within last 3 yrs.

6
0

100.00%
0.00%

COD-05 through COD-09 indicated a trend that the contractor's relationship with the
contracting agency [COD-08: 4 wins ÷12 total (33.33%) / COD-09: 6 wins ÷15 total (40.00%)]
was a greater indicator of potential contract award than with the PMO [COD-05: 3 wins ÷ 12
total / COD-07: 4 wins ÷ 15 total].
IV.4

Cronbach's Alpha
Cronbach's alpha was performed for each factor. Results are shown in Table 9.

Cronbach's Alpha Measures are shown in Table 10.
Factor

Cronbach's alpha

Perceived Trust
Perceived Commitment
Positioning
Communications Interchange
Reputational Trust
Reputational Performance Satisfaction
Table 9: Cronbach’s Alpha Measures.

.840
.781 With PC-03 Deleted: .814
.455 With CA-PO-01 Deleted: .622
.656
.228 With RT-07 Deleted: .561
.731

Mean
46.56
36.24
10.56
25
14.27
7.043

Scale Statistics
Variance
Std. Dev.
94.00
9.696
36.61
6.05
8.26
2.87
20.67
4.55
50.44
7.102
.895
.9462

N
10
7
6
14
8
2
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Cronbach's Alpha score for Perceived Trust (.840) indicated
good internal consistency. Perceived Commitment Cronbach's Alpha
score (.781) indicated acceptable internal consistency.
SSPS Tool indicates that removing question PC-03 increases internal

Cronbach's
Internal
Alpha
Consistency
α ≥ 0.9
Excellent
0.9 ˃ α ≥ 0.8
Good
0.8 ˃ α ≥ 0.7
Acceptable
0.7 ˃ α ≥ 0.6
Questionable
0.6 ˃ α ≥ 0.5
Poor
0.5 ˃ α
Unacceptable
Table 10: Cronbach's Alpha
Measures. (Glen, 2022)

consistency to good (.814). Positioning Cronbach's Alpha score (.455) indicated unacceptable
internal consistency. This may be due to these variables using comparable questions to examine
the contractor's relationship with the PMO and the CA. SSPS Tool indicates that removing
question CA-PO-01 increases internal consistency to .656. Communications Interchange
Cronbach's Alpha score (.656) indicated questionable internal consistency. As with Positioning,
this may be due to these variables examining the contractor's relationship with the PMO and the
CA using comparable questions.
The Reputational Trust score (.228) was unacceptable. As indicated by SSPS Tool,
removing question RT-07 increased the score (.561) to poor. Reputational Performance
Satisfaction's score (.731) was acceptable. Reputational Trust and Reputational Performance
Satisfaction were based on the government's official debrief and scoring format for proposals
submitted in response to Request for Proposals (RFPs).
IV.5

Variable Analysis
Direct and moderator analysis (c = c' + ab) was conducted for the impact of

communications interchange on Perceived Trust, Perceived Commitment, and Positioning to
determine the indirect effect (a*b) and direct effect (c'). See Figure 7. Excel was used to perform
regression analysis. Results are presented in sections. Because of the sample size of twenty-five,
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an alpha of .15 was used to measure significance. Therefore, the results only show a trend based
on the samples.

A Correlation Analysis is presented for each variable with significant correlation
coefficients R values based on Cohen's (1992) effect size convention, as shown in Table 11. The
correlation analysis is focused on correlations between the variable and Communications
Interchange and intra-factor questions for Perceived Trust, Perceived
Commitment, and Positioning. Reputation Trust and Reputation
Performance; correlation analyses are based on correlations between

Correlation R as Effect
Coefficient: Size
R=0
No difference
± .2
Small
± .5
Medium
± .8
Large
Table 11: Cohen (1992) Effect
Size Conventions.

Award Decision and intra- variable questions. The correlation analyses for each variable are
presented in the following sections, and the SSPS correlation Table is in Appendix F.

Figure 7: Direct and Moderator Analysis Results.

IV.5.1

Perceived Trust. The hypothesis that Perceived Trust is positively associated with the

probability of receiving a positive award decision is rejected. Perceived Trust without
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Communications Interchange had a negative impact, as presented in Figure 8. Perceived Trust's
effect on the Award Decision is increased when moderated with Communications Interchange,
as presented in Figure 8, thus accepting the hypothesis. Communication Interchanges positively
increased Perceived Trust's effect on the Award Decision. Perceived Trust moderated with
Communication Interchange indicated contractor engagement activities, including providing
program recommendations with the Customer, directly affected award decisions.
Factor analysis rotated component matrix identified three (3) internal factors, including
intimacy, outreach, and concurrence, as factors within
Perceived Trust listed in Table 12 and Appendix B.

Factor
Questions
F1 Intimacy
PT-02, 03, 04, & 07
F2 Outreach
PT-01, 08, 09, & 10
F3 Concurrence
PT-05 & 06
Table 12: Perceived Trust Factors.

Figure 8: Perceived Trust Regression Analysis and Communications Interchange Regression Analysis.
R square of Perceived Trust moderated with Communications Interchange indicates a strong association with the Award Decision.

Perceived Trust’s negative effect when not moderated by Communications Interchange
was not anticipated.
Perceived Trust Correlation Analysis is presented in Table 13.
Perceived Trust most closely correlated with PMO-CI-03, indicating that identifying and
engaging PMO decision makers/influencers and actively engaging with them to shape the
opportunity positively impacted Perceived Trust. PT-07 being negatively correlated with an
awarded price may indicate the more contractors engage with the Customer, the more they tend
to lower their proposed price. PT-08 was negatively correlated with the contractor's attending
industry day for a given program. This may indicate an unwillingness of the government
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customer to request contractor input beyond broad industry engagement. PT-09, in addition to
PMO-CI-03 and -07, further supports the importance of identifying and engaging PMO decisionmakers off-site and on-site to increase Perceived Trust.
Question
PT-01
PT-02

PT-03
PT-04
PT-05

PT-06

PT-07

PT-08

PT-09

Developing the trust of your
Customer before the RFP is
released is important.
The Customer was open to
discussions and/or meeting
with me for this contract
opportunity.
I believe that the Customer
trusts our company to perform
the work.
I believe the Customer feels we
clearly understand the program
requirements.
The Customer accepted the
justifiable selection criteria
recommendations we
presented.
The Customer accepted the
justifiable requirements and
recommendations we
presented.
The Customer was responsive
to discuss the RFP anytime
reasonably requested.
On occasion, the Customer
contacted me directly to get
input or recommendations
about program needs.

Intra-Perceived Trust
Correlation
PT-09 (.410*)
PT-03 (.469*); PT-04 (.597**);
PT-07 (.785**); PT-08 (.538**);
PT-09 (.615**); PT-10 (.632**)
PT-02 (.469*); PT-04 (.474*); PT07 (.675**); PT-10 (.523**)

None.
Small correlation (.429*) to PMO-CI-03: Did the
contractor identify all key PMO decision makers/
influencers and actively engage with them to shape the
opportunity?
Small correlation (.425*) to CA-CI-05: The CA views
the contractor as easy to do business with?

PT-02 (.597**); PT-03 (.474*);
PT-07 (.600**); PT-09 (.406*)

Medium correlation (.523*) to PMO-CI-03.

PT-06 (.756**)

None.

PT-05 (.756**)

None.

PT-02 (.785**); PT-03 (.675**);
PT-04 (.600**); PT-08 (.458*);
PT-09 (.584**); PT-10 (.615**)

Small correlation (.468*) to PMO-CI-03.
Negatively small correlated (-.461*) with CM-02: Was
the awarded price high or lower than the other prices
evaluated by the government?
Negatively small correlated (-.407*) with CA-CI-07:
Did the contractor attend an Industry Day for this
program?
Small correlation (.463*) to PMO-CI-03: Did the
contractor identify all key PMO decision makers/
influencers and actively engage with them to shape the
opportunity? And (.443*) PMO-CI-03-1: Number of
different PMO individuals the contractor directly
communicated with specifically related to the contract
opportunity.
Medium correlation (.499*) to PMO-CI-03.
Small correlation (.435*) to PMO-CI-07: Have
representatives for the PMO conducted a site visit to
the contractors' facilities?
None.

PT-02 (.538**); PT-07 (.458*);
PT-09 (.729**); PT-10 (.653**)

When the Customer has a
PT-01 (.410*); PT-02 (.615**);
technical question, they call
PT-04 (.406*); PT-07 (.584**);
our organization first to get
PT-08 (.729**); PT-10 (.465*)
recommendations.
PT-10
I regularly have non-workPT-02 (.632**); PT-03 (.523**);
related discussions with the
PT-07 (.615**); PT-08 (.653**);
Customer?
PT-09 (.465*)
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 13: Perceived Trust Correlation Analysis.

IV.5.2

Communication Interchange Correlation

Perceived Commitment. The hypothesis that Perceived Commitment is positively

associated with the probability of receiving a positive award decision is rejected. Perceived
Commitment without Communications Interchange had a negative association with the award
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decision, as presented in Figure 9. When moderated, Perceived Commitment is increased with
higher Communications Interchange levels, thus accepting the hypothesis. Perceived
Commitment moderated with Communications Interchange was significant, indicating the
contractor's ability to show success performing on past programs, resolving problems, and
managing program changes.
Factor analysis rotated component matrix identified two (2) internal factors, including
performance history and current contractor as within
Perceived Commitment listed in Table 14 and

Factor
Questions
F1 Performance History
PC-01, 02, 04, 05, & 07
F2 Current Contractor
PC-03 & 06
Table 14: Perceived Commitment Factors.

Appendix B.

Figure 9: Perceived Commitment Regression Analysis with Communications Interchange Regression Analysis.
R square of Perceived Commitment moderated with Communications Interchange indicates a strong association with the Award Decision.

Perceived Commitment’s negative effect when not moderated by Communications
Interchange was not anticipated.
Perceived Commitment correlation analysis is presented in Table 15. Perceived
Commitment, or the assessment of success in convincing the customer that a future relationship
will bring value or long-term benefits, was correlated with the belief that the contractor was easy
to do business with. This belief may be created by communicating with the CA prior to the RFP
release (CA-CI-01) and providing technical inputs to the PMO (PMO-CI-05). The belief that the
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contractor (PC-05) consistently resolves "problematic issues in a satisfactory fashion" may be
further supported by ongoing programs with the CA (CA-CI-04).
Question
PC-01
PC-02

PC-03

The Customer believes your company has
good to exceptional ability to successfully
perform the work.
The Customer believes your company has a
track record of performing on time and on
budget.

The Customer was unhappy with the
incumbent's performance.
PC-04
The Customer believes our company
recognizes problematic issues and is
quickly willing to develop an acceptable
solution in a timely fashion on past
programs.
PC-05
The Customer believes our company has
consistently satisfactorily resolved
problematic issues for the government on
past programs.
PC-06
The Customer believes that past customers
frequently expanded program scope or
requirements to include additional
responsibilities.
PC-07
The Customer believes that past customers
were willing to support justifiable changes
to program requirements that benefited
both parties.
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 15: Perceived Commitment Correlation Analysis.

IV.5.3

Intra-Perceived Trust
Correlation
PC-05 (.468*)
PC-07 (.465*)

Communication Interchange Correlation

PC-04 (.689**)
PC-05 (.705**)
PC-07 (.559**)

Small correlation (.432*) to PMO-CI-05: Did the BD
Lead provide a whitepaper or other technical inputs
with recommended technical specifications/ program
requirements for the program?
Small correlation (.439*) to CA-CI-01: Did the
contractor communicate with CA prior to RFP
release?
None

PC-06 (.620**)

None

PC-05 (.870**)
PC-07 (.431*)

None

PC-07 (.614**)

Small correlation (.398*) to CA-CI-04: Does the CA
have any ongoing programs with the contractor?
Small correlation (.435*) to CA-CI-05: The CA
views the contractor as easy to do business with?
None

PC-07 (.499*)

Small correlation (.402*) to PMO-CI-05

Positioning. The hypothesis that Positioning is positively associated with the

probability of receiving a positive award decision is rejected. Positioning increases when higher
Communications Interchange levels are moderated, as presented in Figure 10, thus accepting
hypothesis H4c. Positioning moderated with Communications Interchange indicated that the
contractors' efforts may successfully influence the requirements, contract vehicle, or response
times, directly impacting the award decision.
Factor analysis rotated component
matrix identified three (3) internal factors,

Component
F1 Accepted Product Specifications
F2 Accepted Recommendations
F3 Time to Respond
Table 16: Positioning Factors.

Questions
PMO-PO-02, 03, & CA-PO-03
PMO-PO-01 & CA-PO-02
CA-PO-01
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including accepted product specifications, accepted recommendations, and time to respond as
factors within Positioning listed in Table 16 and Appendix B.

Figure 10: Positioning Regression Analysis with Communications Interchange Regression Analysis.
R square of Positioning moderated with Communications Interchange indicates a weak association with the Award Decision.

Positioning correlation analysis is presented in Table 17.
Question
PMO-PO01

The PMO incorporated
contractor recommendations into
their program requirements
(system, program, budget).

PMO-PO02

The PMO used our
recommended contract vehicle
or agency to manage their
contract.
The PMO incorporated the
contractor's unique
solution/product or system
specifications into their program
requirements.

PMO-PO03

CA-PO-01

Intra-Perceived Trust
Correlation
CA-PO-02 (.779**)

CA-PO-03 (-.422*)

CA-PO-03 (.672**)

How much time did the
Customer allow to respond to
the RFP?
CA-PO-02
Did customers' RFP include
PMO-PO-01 (.779**)
recommendations provided by
CA-PO-03 (.530**)
BD Team?
CA-PO-03
Did customers' RFP include
PMO-PO-02 (-.422*)
product specifications related to
CA-PO-03 (.672**)
the contractor's products?
CA-PO-02 (.530**)
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 17: Positioning Correlation Analysis.

Communication Interchange Correlation
Medium correlation (.496*) to PMO-CI-03-1: Number of
different PMO individuals the contractor directly communicated
with specifically related to the contract opportunity.
Small correlation (.478*) to PMO-CI-06: Did the BD Lead
provide a Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) for the program?
Small correlation (.413*) to CA-CI-06: Did the contractor submit
an RFI for this program?
Small correlation (.478*) to PMO-CI-04: Did the contractor
determine why the customer released the bid for the contract?
Medium correlation (.696**) to PMO-CI-07: Have
representatives for the PMO conducted a site visit to the
contractors' facilities?
Medium negative correlation (-.553**) to CA-CI-01: Did the
contractor communicate with CA prior to the RFP release?
Medium negative correlation (-.550**) to CA-CI-03: Did the
contractor identify all key CA decision-makers and actively meet
with them face-to-face?
Medium negative correlation (-.550**) to CA-CI-03-01
Small correlation (-.478*) to CA-CI-06:
Small correlation (.444*) to PMO-CI-03
Medium correlation (.612**) to PMO-CI-03-01
Medium correlation (.525**) to PMO-CI-06
Medium correlation (.551**) to PMO-CI-07: Did the contractor
attend an Industry Day for this program?

Positioning was positively correlated with (a) identification and communication with the
PMO individuals, (b) providing ROM inputs, (c) PMO having conducted a site visit, and (d)
attending Industry Day. This may indicate the importance of directly and actively engaging with
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the PMO to develop a professional relationship during the early phase of the government
acquisition cycle. This will help determine why the customer is releasing the bid for the contract,
ensuring an understanding of the customer's requirements and developing the government
customers' awareness of the contractors' performance capabilities.
There was a negative correlation with the PMO when the contractor communicates with
the CA prior to RFP release (CA-CI-01) and identifies and actively meets CA decision-makers
(CA-CI-03). This may indicate a potential conflict with the PMO working with the CA to
execute the acquisition process initiation and planning.
There was a negative correlation between the PMO incorporating the contractor's
solution, product, or system specifications with communications with the CA. This may indicate
a potential conflict with PMO working toward a specific solution, whereas the CA may be
working towards more generic solutions to ensure broader industry participation. The small
negative correlation between the time allowed to respond to an RFP (CA-PO-01) and the
contractor's submission of an RFI (CA-CI-06) may indicate the CA's unwillingness to extend the
normal RFP response time benefiting contractors that failed to respond to the earlier RFI request.
IV.5.4

Communications Interchange. Communications Interchange moderates the

relationship between Perceived Trust, Perceived Commitment, and Positioning such that each is
increased with higher communications exchange levels, thus accepting the hypothesis for H4a,
H4b, and H4c. This result supports the importance of early customer engagement with both the
PMO and the CA by the BD Leads to develop customer relationships, gather information,
provide recommendations, and build trust between individuals and institutions.
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The Communications Interchange survey looked to determine any key differences in the
number of PMO and CA key decision makers/influencers the contractors identified to actively
engage through direct communications to shape the opportunity prior to RFP release. As shown
in Table 18, contractors with awarded opportunities consistently met with .64 more PMO
representatives, and as shown by the standard deviation of 0.45, it was more consistent versus the
1.34 standard deviation of contractors that lost. The number of CA representative’s contractors
with awarded opportunities met was less than (0.60) of the number of CA representatives of
contractors that lost.
Question

Basic Statistics
Means Median

PMO-CI-031
CA-CI-03-1

Number of different PMO individuals the contractor directly
communicates with specifically related to the contract
opportunity.
Number of different CA individuals the contractor visited with
specifically related to the contract opportunity.

Overall:
Awarded Proposals:
Lost Proposals:
Overall:
Awarded Proposals:
Lost Proposals:

2.28
2.80
2.16
0.84
0.60
0.84

2.00
3.00
2.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Standard
Deviation
1.21
0.45
1.34
0.85
0.55
0.90

Table 18: Number of PMO and CA Key Decision Makers/Influencers Actively Engaged – Basic Statistics.

Factor analysis rotated component matrix identified four (4) internal factors within
Communications Interchange, including
CA communication, PMO engagement,
pre-RFP submission, and PMO

Factor
Questions
F1 CA Communication
PMO-CI-05, CA-CI-01, 03, & 03-1
F2 PMO Engagement
PMO-CI-03, 03-1, & 07 & CA-CI-07
F3 Pre-RFP Submission
PMO-CI-06, CA-CI-04, 05, & 06
F4 PMO Communication
PMO-CI-01, 02 & 04
Table 19: Communications Interchange Factors.

communication listed in Table 19 and Appendix B.
IV.5.5

Reputational Trust. The hypothesis that Reputational Trust is positively associated

with the probability of receiving a positive award decision is accepted. Reputational Trust data
was gathered using the customer's debrief scores for the proposals submitted in response to the
RFP and the resulting contract award decision. Figure 11 provides the intercept and significance
for Reputational Trust.
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Figure 11: Reputational Trust Analysis.
R square of Reputational Trust indicates a moderate association with the Award Decision.

Factor analysis rotated component matrix identified three (3) internal factors: the
proposal's overall rating, weaknesses, and strengths
within Reputational Trust listed in Table 20 and
Appendix B.

Factors
Questions
F1 Proposal Overall Rating
RT-01, 02, 03, & 04
F2 Proposal Weaknesses
RT-05, 07, & 08
F3 Proposal Strengths
RT-06
Table 20: Reputational Trust Factors.

Reputational Trust correlation analysis is presented in Table 21.
Question
RT-01

Intra-Perceived Trust Correlation
RT-02 (.842**); RT-03 (.922**); RT-04 (.593**);
RT-05 (.401*)
RT-01 (.842**); RT-03 (.823**); RT-04 (.803**)

RT-03

Customer score of the overall technical solution for meeting the
Customer's requirement?
Customer score of overall technical risk for solution delivery
leading to success or failure to deliver Customer's requirement?
Customer overall Rating of the final Proposal?

RT-04

How many deficiencies were identified in the Proposal, if any?

RT-01(.593**); RT-02 (.803**); RT-03 (.621**)

RT-05

How many weaknesses were identified in the Proposal, if any?

RT-01(.401*)

RT-06

How many strengths were identified in the Proposal, if any?

RT-07

How many Evaluation Notice (EN) Questions required responds?

RT-08 (.673**)

RT-08

Did you resubmit a lower price in response to an EN?

RT-07 (.673**)

RT-02

RT-01(.922**); RT-02 (.823**); RT-04 (.621**)

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 21: Positioning Correlation Analysis.

IV.5.6

Reputational Performance Satisfaction. The Reputational Performance Satisfaction

variable was not significant, indicating the incumbent's performance had little or no impact on
the award decision resulting in the rejection of the hypothesis. Reputational Performance
Satisfaction data was gathered using the Customer's debrief scores for the proposals submitted in
response to the RFP and the resulting contract award decision. Figure 12 provides the intercept
and significance.
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Figure 12: Reputational Performance Satisfaction Analysis.
R square of Reputational Performance Satisfaction indicates a weak association with the Award Decision.

Factor analysis rotated component matrix
identified a single internal factor as shown in Table

Factor
Questions
F1 Reputational Performance Satisfaction
RPS-01 & 02
Table 22: Reputational Performance Satisfaction Factors.

22.
The rejection of the hypothesis for Reputational Performance Satisfaction not being
associated with the award decision was not expected and may be the result of the small sample
size. However, while this result may appear skewed at first because this study focused on "Best
Value" contract opportunities, this result supports selection not based solely on Reputational
Performance Satisfaction but primarily on Reputational Trust or Price. The impact of Price was
not included in this study as insufficient; normalized price data from multiple competitors were
not available.
Reputational Performance Satisfaction correlation analysis is presented in Table 23.
Question
RPS-01

Customer score of Direct or Relevant Past Performance experience providing
product/service.
RPS-02
Based on the contractor's recent/relevant performance record, the Customer's
expectation the contractor will successfully perform the required effort.
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 23: Reputational Performance Satisfaction Analysis Correlation Analysis.

IV.5.7

Intra-Perceived Trust Correlation
None
Medium correlation (.600**) to RPS-01

Award Decision. Below Table 24 is the Award Decision correlation analysis for the

only two questions with significant results.
Question
CM-01

Did the customer award the contract to you?

Correlation
Small negative correlation (-.426*) to RT-03: Customer overall
Rating of the final Proposal?
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CM-02

Was the awarded price high or lower than the other
prices evaluated by the government?

Small negative correlation (-.461*) to PT-07: The Customer was
responsive to discuss the RFP anytime reasonably requested.

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 24: Award Decision Correlation Analysis.

Customer contract awards decreased as the overall proposal rating increased. This result
was unexpected and may result from the small sample size. It may also indicate that higher-rated
proposals may have been priced higher than their competitors. Thus, this may indicate the
customer choosing an acceptable solution at a better price, i.e., “Best Value.”
A negative correlation for CM-02 was expected. It may indicate that contractors who
have not engaged in discussions with the customer lack an understanding of the Customer's
program, budget, or both. Inversely, a contractor engaged with a customer may be more willing
to reduce their price based on their understanding of the opportunity.
Pricing data was limited to only the awarded price and the contractor's submitted price if
not awarded, except for one interviewee. This data is insufficient to establish a relationship
between contract award and pricing.
IV.6
IV.6.1

Additional General Questions about Bid Decision
General Bid Decision. The bid decision questions presented in Table 25 evaluated the

overall engagement with the customer prior to RFP release to better understand contractors’
understanding of their ability and advance preparation to bid for the contract opportunity.
BD-01 indicated contractors identified opportunities awarded to them on average much
sooner than opportunities that were not awarded to survey participants. This may indicate
contractor engagement earlier in the acquisition cycle with the customer. BD-02 demonstrated no
difference between awarded and lost opportunities as contractors indicated they had most of the
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solution or full solution available by teaming or with minimum investment to develop or acquire
the needed capability. BD-03 indicated contractors could submit relevant experience for one or
two contracts that were both recent and relevant to the contract being pursued; however, it
required a teaming partner to provide additional experience to meet the RFP requirements. BD04 only had one (1) opportunity reported as having an initial “No Bid” decision, allowing no
trends to be identified.
Question
BD-01

Basic Statistics
Means Median
How long before the RFP released was the contract opportunity
identified?

Overall:
10.36
8.00
Awarded Proposals:
11.60* 9.00*
Lost Proposals:
7.42
8.00
BD-02
Overall:
3.48
4.00
The Technical/Operational (Tech/Op) solution developed based on
Awarded Proposals:
3.50
4.00
known customer requirements
Lost Proposals:
3.47
4.00
BD-03 How long before the RFP was released was the contract opportunity
Overall:
4.44
4.00
identified?
Awarded Proposals:
4.33
4.00
Lost Proposals:
4.47
5.00
BD-04 Was there an initial No Bid decision on this effort?
Overall:
0.04
0.00
Awarded Proposals:
0.00
0.00
Lost Proposals:
0.05
0.00
*60-month outlier removed. The program targeted for pursuits immediately following the previous award five years earlier.
Table 25: Bid Decision Questions Basic Statistics.

Standard
Deviation
11.40
7.50*
3.10
1.22
1.22
1.22
0.00
0.52
0.61
0.20
0.00
0.23
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IV.6.2

Bid Decision Questions Correlation Analysis
Bid Decision Questions correlation analysis is presented in Table 26.

Question
BD-01
BD-02

BD-03

BD-04

How long before the RFP released was the contract opportunity identified?
The Technical/Operational (Tech/Op) solution developed based on known
customer requirements were:
1 – No current solution.
2 – Partial solution, solution available only with teaming partner.
3 – Most of the solution; full solution available by teaming or investment.
4 – Full solution; with minimum investment.
5 – Full solution available with no need to invest or partner.
Does the contractor have recent and relevant past performance required to
demonstrate the ability to perform?
Recent: Contract experience less than 3 to 5 years from proposal submission
or at least 6 months experience on a current contract.
Relevance: Contract similar in size ($ value or number of FTEs) and scope
(similar or same requirements).
Was there an initial No Bid decision on this effort?

Correlation
CM-01
.475*
PMO-CI-01
.398*

PA-PO-03
-400**

RT-08
-.433*

RPS-01
.471*

BD-02
.462*

CA-PO-01
.608**

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 26: Bid Decision Questions Correlation Analysis.

BD-01 had a positive, small correlation to the contract Award Decision, indicating that
longer awareness of the future opportunity prior to RFP release is associated with contractor
engagement with the customer, leading to an increased P WIN. BD-02 had a positive, small
correlation to the contract level with the PMO prior to engagement of the Contracting Agency.
BD-03 had a negative, small correlation to 1) PA-PO-03 if the PMO incorporated contractor
unique solutions/product or system specifications into the requirements and 2) RT-08 if a lower
price was submitted in response to an Evaluation Notice (EN). This may indicate a deemphasis
trend of using past performance to overcome the ability to provide a unique solution/product or
system specification specified by the customer. BD-03 also had a positive, small correlation to 1)
Customer score of direct/Relevant Past Performance, and 2) BD-02 Technical/Operational
(Tech/Op) solution developed based on known customer requirements. BD-04 showed a
medium, significant relationship between (CA-PO-01) and the time the customer was allowed to
respond to the RFP. Due to only one (1) positive response to BD-04, no trend is present.
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IV.6.3

Open Bid Decision Questions. The following are the open bid questions and an

analysis of the responses.
OBD-01: By role, who was directly responsible for making the final Bid/No-Bid decision?
Individual or group?
Final bid/no-bid decisions were made by the contractors’ executive management (Vice
President or above) following a group discussion or briefing by the Sales Lead and department
heads that would be impacted by an opportunity award or required to support proposal
development. This general process was consistent with both small and large corporations.
Interviewees with smaller contractors described the process as a “group” discussion with
executive management. Interviewees with larger contractors indicated additional bid/no-bid
process requirements for participants in the brief and the final decision-maker. There were no
indications that the process varied based on the contract value.
BDO-02: How did your customer relationship influence the decision to bid?
Most interviewees indicated that the current or past relationship with the customer had a
“strong” or “very significant” influence on the decision to bid on a contract opportunity. In a few
instances, the development of the customer relationship impacted the decision to pursue, as was
indicated by the following quote:
So, internally [contractor] did not necessarily have a close relationship with this
customer from the standpoint of previous programs. But we did have a number of
interactions with the customer and discussed with them who was on our team. It was
clear from that they were very interested in our team.
Business Development Vice President
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A few contractors relied on customer relationships between Subject Matter Experts
(SMEs), subcontractors, or personnel hired specifically to support the bid effort. Only two
interviewees indicated that a relationship with the customer had no or only minimally influenced
the decision to bid.
OBD-03: Was there a specific reason you made the decision to bid?
Specific reasons to bid varied widely, falling into the following themes:


Incumbency: Current contract holder and bidding to be re-awarded the contract.



Customer/Program Knowledge: Contractor or personnel working or contracted by the
contractor have direct knowledge of the program to be bid



Core Competency: Currently or has recent experience in providing the same or similar
work as explained by the following:
This is really within the core of what our company does when it comes to …
equipment. We were very familiar with the equipment. Had performed some of the
work associated with that equipment over the years in supporting it and upgrading it.
Senior Director Army Programs



Relevant Past Performance: Experienced providing the same or similar work within
three to five years



Market Entry: Growth in the new or adjacent market area



Growth: Expand business with a customer



Take Out Competitor: Bid specifically to take business from a competitor
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Long-Term Relationship/Customer Intimacy: Bid to support an ongoing relationship
with the customer as demonstrated by the following when pursuing a new program with
no existing incumbent:
… we are well-positioned with the customer who knew us and knew our
reputation from some of our soft work and our ability to handle surge on OCONUS
work.
Senior Program Manager

OBD-04: Did you determine the PWIN for this effort? What was it?
Of the 26 opportunities, Probability of Win (P WIN) for 15 efforts was provided. Of the six
(6) awarded opportunities, four (4) developed P WINs with an over average of 46.25. Of the 11 unawarded opportunities, the PWIN average was 52.73. For two of the efforts, the P WIN was adjusted
upward from the value provided by the Sales Lead by 20 and 30 points, respectively, by their
Presidents. In one case, an award was made. This may indicate a trend among Sales Leads and
executive management of over-estimating PWIN. This may be due to a lack of empirically tested
methods to accurately calculate PWIN based on measurable pre-sales activities.
OBD-05: If there was an initial No Bid decision, what was the reason(s)?
Only one (1) opportunity was reported as having an initial “No Bid” decision. All other
opportunities were accepted for “Bids” or were planned “Bids” (programs known in advance
being pursued by the contractor).
OBD-06: If there was an initial No Bid decision, how much time elapsed before the decision was
changed to Bid?
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The one (1) original ‘No Bid” opportunity was changed to “Bid” after a two (2) week
delay.
OBD-07: If there was an initial No Bid decision, what was the reason(s) to change the decision?
The reason to change from the one (1) original “No Bid” decision to “Bid” was the
contract requirements were aligned with the company’s core competencies.
OBD-08: How important is a customer/contractor relationship to bid success?
The responses on the importance of the customer/contractor relationship to bid success
ranged from “It is everything” to “very important” or simply “it adds strength.” Only a single
interviewee indicated that the “lowest price wins,” only “When you know you have the lowest
price,” then is customer relationship important.
IV.7

Results Summary
To answer the research question: Does the customer/contractor relationship impact the

award decision prior to solicitation release? Yes, Contractors who engage in active
Communications Interchange to develop customer Perceived Trust and Perceived Commitment
and Position themselves for upcoming contract opportunities prior to solicitation release
indicated a trend showing a statistically significant, positive impact on the award decision.
Table 27 presents a summary Table of the results.
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Hypothesis
H1: Perceived Trust is positively associated with the probability of receiving a positive
award decision.
H2: Perceived Commitment is positively associated with the probability of receiving a
positive award decision.
H3: Positioning is positively associated with the probability of receiving a positive award
decision.
H4a: Communications Interchange moderates the relationship between Perceived Trust,
such that Perceived Trust will increase with higher communications exchange levels.
H4b: Communications Interchange moderates the relationship between Perceived
Commitment, such that Perceived Commitment will increase with higher
communications exchange levels.
H4c: Communications Interchange moderates the relationship between Positioning, such
that Positioning will increase with higher communications exchange levels.
H5: Reputational Trust is positively associated with the probability of receiving a
positive award decision.
H6: Reputational Performance Satisfaction is positively associated with the probability
of receiving a positive award decision.

Rejected

Intercept
-0.7225

P-Value
0.0808

R2
0.4598

Rejected

-1.0206

0.0457

0.4828

Rejected

0.0460

0.8945

0.1211

Accepted

0.2384

0.0115

0.4839

Accepted

0.2373

0.0135

0.4932

Accepted

0.2466

0.0147

0.0480

Accepted

0.3695

0.0675

0.1558

Rejected

0.3075

0.6600

0.0206

Table 27: Hypothesis Regression Analysis Results.
Because of the sample size of twenty-five, an alpha of .15 was used to measure significance. Therefore, the results only show a trend based on the
samples.
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION
This research evaluated the impact of direct customer engagement by a contractor to
develop a close customer relationship early in the acquisition cycle on the customers'
commitment demonstrated through an awarded contract. This study used twenty-five (25) matchcase, structured interviews looking at the (a) contractors' evaluation of the customer at the point
of the RFP's release and (b) the customer's evaluation of the contractor's post-proposal
submission using the officially issued debrief. This approach presented two viewpoints to
compare results— (1) award decisions and (2) trends identified using Social Exchange Theory
(SET). The unit of analysis for this research is a "Best Value" contract opportunity.
This research examined the level of interaction between the customer and the contractor
before RFP release through final award determination. The examination determined the
moderating effects of Communication Interchanges on the contractor's ability to develop
customer Perceived Trust, Perceived Commitment, and Positioning, which provide the contractor
the best possible opportunity to receive the contract award. Customer debriefs were examined to
determine if the contractor/customer relationships impacted the award before the solicitation
release. This examination also looked at how the contractor scored on Reputational Trust and
Reputational Performance Satisfaction influenced the award decision.
The research was designed to answer the question: Does the customer/contractor
relationship impact the award decision prior to solicitation release?
This study provided four key findings:


Contractor Evaluation of Customer:
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1. Perceived Trust, Perceived Commitment, and Positioning without
Communications Interchange did not increase the award probability.
2. When moderated with Communications Interchange, Perceived Trust, Perceived
Commitment, and Positioning increased the probability of contract award.


Customer Evaluation of Contractor:
3. Reputational Trust was a reliable predictor in determining the awardee.
4. Reputational Performance Satisfaction was not a reliable predictor in
determining the awardee.
The above findings are discussed in detail in the following sections.

V.1

Theoretical Implications
The following sections discuss SET's theoretical implications when explaining business-

to-government (B2G) relationship exchange. The first section will examine the quantitative
survey results followed by qualitative results.
V.1.1

Quantitative Results

V.1.1.1 Perceived Trust and Perceived Commitment. In the absence of Communication
Interchange, Perceived Trust and Perceived Commitment were negatively correlated with an
Award Decision. On average, contractors pursuing opportunities that resulted in an award were
aware of the opportunity over four months sooner than indicated by contractors who were not
awarded an opportunity (BD-01: Means of 11.60 vs. 7.42 months). This additional time may
suggest that successful contractors actively engaged in Communications Interchange with the
customer far sooner in the acquisition cycle. In addition, successful contractors had
Communications Interchange with more PMO personnel than unsuccessful contractors (PMO-
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CI-03-1: Means of 2.80 vs. 2.16, respectively). However, successful contractors had
Communications Interchange with fewer CA personnel (CA-CI-03-1: Means of .06 vs. 0.84
respectively).
The above results support Zucker's (1986) process-based trust mode and reliance on twoway communications (Anderson and Weitz, 1992). In addition, the above results are supported
by Friend’s (2014) Conceptual Sales Failure Model for Non-Relational Sales Proposal indicating
inadequate collaboration or “the failure to communicate effectively that a firm is trying to build a
relationship, develop trust, and/or meet expressed buyer needs with their proposal” (p. 13).
Contractors who engage with the customer closer to the RFP release have less
opportunity to identify key PMO and CA personnel to influence the acquisition. The shorter
timeframe may result in contractors using more "marketing" type activities which customers
viewed as negative (Blevins 2005), such as:
1. the use of "brochures or publications" (p. 35) mostly remained unread by the customer;
2. Unannounced "Drop-ins" (p. 40);
3. "… salesmen who were constantly pressuring them (customer) for upcoming jobs" (p.
40).
Contractors engaging late in the acquisition cycle may decide to submit a proposal with
no or virtually no communications interchange relying on an innovative solution or a lower price
to improve PWIN. These short-term approaches may account for Perceived Trust and Perceived
Commitment being negatively correlated with an Award Decision.
V.1.2

Positioning. In the absence of Communication Interchange, Positioning had no impact

on the Award Decision. Positioning reflects the customers' acceptance of the contractor's
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recommendations manifested through direct links written in the RFP's requirements and selection
criteria. Dwyer et al. (1987: 15-16) defined Positioning as "positioning and posturing" or as
actions that might be taken during the Awareness phase; however, no prior measures of
Positioning related to SET were found.
Contractors work with customers to better position themselves to be awarded the contract
by getting their product specifications or unique requirements into the final RFP by influencing
the selection criteria. The survey results show that this effort requires Communications
Interchange with the customer. Through Positioning efforts, contractors help the customer better
define program requirements and identify contractors positioned for peak performance utilizing
the selection criteria. It should be clearly stated that multiple contractors are actively Positioning
with prospective customers for any given opportunity. This highly competitive environment may
contribute to the requirement for active Communication Interchange for each opportunity
pursued by contractors to achieve Positioning goals. Reliance on passive communication or the
customer knowledge of the contractors' products or capabilities may be easily undermined by a
potential competitor engaged in active Communication Interchange.
V.1.3

Communications Interchange. Communications Interchange is the frequent two-way

communications between the customer and contractor concerning future program/mission
requirements, needs, goals, and performance expectations. Communications Interchange consists
of contractors providing recommended solutions, options, and potential costs ethically
exchanged between the customer and contractors (Anderson and Weitz, 1992).
Communications Interchanges emerged as a central variable in the search and selection
phase during relationship development (Wilson, 1995). Contractors who engaged in direct
communications exchange with both the Program Management Office (PMO) and the
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Contracting Agency (CA) to develop Perceived Trust, Perceived Commitment, and Positioning
of their company before the RFP release resulted in a positive trend in contract awards from the
government customer.
Blevins' (2005) qualitative research listed specific communications activities as being
viewed positively during the informal decision-making processes of CA decision-makers when
selecting contractors for "Best Value" task awards. These communications activities were:
1. Contractor briefings included "innovative or extremely successful processes used by a
contractor to perform tasks" (p. 40); and
2. The contractor exhibited the ability to perform at levels higher than competitors.
Additional factors identified by Blevins as positive were "…past experience with a
contractor, trust issues, compatibility between government project manager and contractor
project manager, comfort zones, customer preference and personal evaluations of the contractor
properties" (p. 29). Blevins noted these factors "gained importance as the selection process
neared task award" (p. 29).
1.1.4

Reputational Trust and Reputational Performance Satisfaction. Results from the

customer debriefs indicated a trend showing Reputational Trust was a reliable predictor of the
awardee. Reputational Trust is the belief that the other party will coordinate and take all
necessary actions to fulfill future contractual obligations based on perceived trustworthiness and
ability to offer promises on future obligations (Anderson & Weitz, 1992; Pruitt, 1981; Tucker,
2008). This variable consisted of the customer debriefs overall technical and proposal rating.
Reputational Performance Satisfaction consisted of the customer's overall rating of the
contractor's past performance and was not a reliable predictor of the contract awardee. While this
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result may be due to the small sample size, as discussed in the Results chapter, this may also
indicate that Reputational Performance Satisfaction is a "check box" to verify through past
performance that the contractor has reasonably demonstrated the ability to perform, or at
minimum, evaluated as neutral indicating no past performance. As one executive pointed out:
… the fact that no Past Performance often is treated as neutral and that the
evaluation of the actual proposal is so heavily weighted that Past Performance is
ultimately a "check the box."
Chief Operations Officer
The above is important because contractors can quickly be eliminated without the
minimally required past performance; thus, contractors should not rely heavily on past
performance for an opportunity award.
In addition, the above results may reflect a relational entry barrier described by Friend
(2014) when a proposal is “unable to provide sufficient benefits to surmount risks associated
with ending an existing relationship.” (p. 14).
Contractors may need to focus greater attention on submitting a technical solution at a
fair price as well as providing clear benefits to awarding the contract to a new contractor. The
Award Decision's negative correlations also support this approach, as shown in the following
Table 28:
Question
CM-01
CM-02

Did the customer award the contract to you?

Correlation
Small negative correlation (-.426*) to RT-03: Customer overall Rating of
the final Proposal?

Was the awarded price high or lower than the
other prices evaluated by the government?

Small negative correlation (-.461*) to PT-07: The Customer was responsive
to discuss the RFP anytime reasonably requested.

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Table 28: Award Decision Correlation Analysis.
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Expanding on the above correlation table, Customer contract awards (CM-01) decreased
as the overall proposal rating increased (RT-03). This result may indicate that higher-rated
proposals may be priced higher than competitors leading customers to choose an acceptable
solution at a better price, i.e., "Best Value." Causes that may lead contractors to submit proposals
priced higher than their competitors include a) Contractor is the incumbent and prices the
opportunity based on ongoing current operational knowledge and not based solely on RFP
requirements; b) Contractor offers a solution exceeding the requirements; however at a higher
cost with the goal of providing a new or better technical or operational approach to meet
customer requirements; c) Contractor’s Labor, General and Administrative (G&A), Fringe
(employee benefits), and Fees (profit) are higher than competitors. Pre-RFP Communications
Interchange to develop Perceived Trust, Perceived Commitment, and to Position the contractor
as well as being responsive to the RFP requirements may provide a better understanding to
mitigate the above.
CM-02 may indicate that contractors engaged with a customer pre-RFP may be more
willing to reduce their price based on their understanding of the opportunity. As discussed in the
paragraph above, contractors who engage in pre-RFP Communications Interchange have a
greater chance to better understand customer requirements and budget for an opportunity.
V.2

Qualitative Results
The customer relationship was a key theme and influential for contractors deciding to bid

on opportunities. In response to BDO-02: How did your customer relationship influence the
decision to bid? Two primary themes emerged (a) customer relationship was the primary reason
driving the decision to bid and (b) indirect customer relationship through an employee
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(specifically hired to pursue an opportunity), teaming partner (subcontractor), or Subject Matter
Expert (SME) supporting the opportunity was the primary reason driving the decision to bid.
A third theme that contradicted the above for five of the opportunities, the contractor had
no prior customer relationship with the customer and did not factor the lack of relationship into
the bid decision. With only one exception, contractors in the survey awarded contracts had a
direct or developed a customer relationship at the organizational level prior to the RFP release.
Only one opportunity was awarded to a contractor with no customer relationship prior to the RFP
release.
Contractors that were reliant on indirect customer relationships through an employee
(specifically hired to pursue an opportunity), teaming partner (subcontractor), or Subject Matter
Expert (SME)/consultant were overall not successful. An example of reliance on employees with
direct customer relationships or knowledge that did not result in a contract award is demonstrated
in the following quote:
… we currently employ the previous military director and head of the [customer
school] So, the fact that we had all that legacy knowledge and skillset in-house at
[contractor] made it a foregone conclusion that we were to go after that.
Chief Operations Officer
One contractor reliant on an employee specifically hired to pursue a specific program was
successful the second time the opportunity was up for bid due to the incumbent's failure to
perform from the previous award.
The research indicated that customers might rely more on organizational past
performance than contractor personnel's specific internal past experiences when evaluating the
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contractor's ability to perform. It is common for contractors to hire key personnel with detailed
program knowledge and customer relationships to aid in pursuing targeted opportunities. This
result was unexpected as this is a common practice among contractors. Therefore, the value of
hiring personnel or teaming with a subcontractor to gain customer knowledge or to substitute for
a contractor’s lack of past performance should be researched further.
In response to OBD-03: Was there a specific reason you made the decision to bid? The
specific reasons are identified as follows:


work represented a contractor's core competency,



contractor's customer/program knowledge as stated:
It was our intimate knowledge of the program that gave us the best shot to make
sure we are (sic) coming up with an acceptable and appropriate solution.
Senior Director Managed Services



the contractor had relevant past performance,



the contractor was the incumbent,



market-entry,



growth,



long-term relationship/customer intimacy,



take out a competitor.

There were no specific reasons to pursue a bid that differentiated contract awardees.
In response to the open-ended question OBD-08: "How important is a customer/
contractor relationship to bid success?" answers ranged from "It is everything" to "very
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important," or simply "it adds strength." The following quote presents an explanation from the
contractors' standpoint on the importance of the customer/contractor relationship:
I think it's exceptionally important that you have a relationship with the organization, the
leadership, and, if possible, the actual project leads. They need to know who you are. When they
review your proposal, they need to understand there is a face behind the name of who submitted
a proposal.
They value the reputation of the company and the individuals that are involved in
bidding. They look at the teammates, they look at the prime; and in our case, I think that we had
a very high PWIN because of that.
Senior Program Manager
Only a single interviewee indicated that the "lowest price wins," only "When you know
you have the lowest price"—then the customer relationship is important.
Contractors with close customer relationships may have a higher probability of being
awarded contracts than contractors with no, marginal, or secondary relationships through third
parties.
V.3

Contribution Related to Claims
This ethnomethodology match pair research expanded SET's impact on the

customer/contractor relationship development within the federal marketplace and how this
relationship may impact the contract award decisions. Unlike prior research indicating the
importance of Trust (Doney et al., 1998; Zucker, 1996) and Commitment (Anderson and Weitz,
1992; Wilson, 1995) to relationships between customers and vendors, at the individual
opportunity level, Perceived Trust and Perceived Commitment are negatively affected in the
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absence of Communications Interchange. This demonstrates the importance of Communication
Interchange even with current customers.
This research expanded the SET Search and Selection process to construct a definition
for Positioning and demonstrates that Positioning when moderated by Communications
Interchange, is positively associated with the probability of receiving a positive award decision.
Positioning reflects the customers' acceptance of a contractor's recommendations, as evidenced
by contractor recommendations written into an RFP's requirements and contract award selection
criteria.
V.2

Practical Implications
Results from this research point to the following practical implications:


importance of Communications Interchange to develop trust and commitment and
provide time to engage in Positioning prior to RFP release to maximize P WIN,



the need to establish customer relationships at the organizational level as well as the
individual level, and



the need to ensure lessons learned are incorporated into the sales process through
customer debriefs.

V.2.1

Communications Interchange to Maximize PWIN. This research presents the

importance of contractor Sales Leads engaging in direct face-to-face communications
interchange with multiple (median of three) customer decision-makers earlier in the acquisition
cycle, focusing on the PMO. The CA relationship is equally important and should be cultivated
as the Contracting Officer carries the Warrant and makes the final contract award decision. The
goal of the Communication Interchange is to build Trust, which according to Mandják et al.
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(2015), "can decrease uncertainty, and consequently the risk" (p. 36) in the customer's decision
to award the prospective contractor's ability to perform.
Day and Hiram (1992) determined that the following four dimensions were used in the
selection process by businesses to select a professional services firm (p. 86):
1. perceived experience, expertise, and competence of the provider,
2. the provider's understanding of the client's needs and interests,
3. the provider's relationship and communication skills, and
4. the likelihood of the provider conforming to contractual and administrative
requirements.
For each opportunity, the contractor's communications plans should focus on ensuring
these dimensions help define the communication goals and objectives to be achieved prior to
RFP release.
As discussed in the Results chapter, section 1.5.3 Positioning, there was a negative
correlation with the PMO when the contractor communicated with the CA prior to RFP release
(CA-CI-01) and identified and actively met the CA decision-makers (CA-CI-03). This negative
correlation may indicate a potential conflict with the PMO working with the CA to execute the
acquisition process initiation and planning phase, i.e., establishing a budget, potential change of
contract vehicle, thus exploring working with a different CA, program schedule, etc. This result
was not expected. The cause was unclear, indicating the need to research this further research.
Communications Interchange planning needs to differentiate communications goals,
objectives, and approaches between PMO and CA decision-makers to minimize potential
conflicts. Marketing efforts should be focused on planned customer meetings with a clear
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purpose of presenting (Blevins, 2005) innovative processes and where contractors can exhibit the
"ability to perform at a level much higher than contemporaries" (p. 35) and address Day and
Hiram's (1992) four dimensions presented above.
V.2.2

Organizational and Individual Relationship Development. Customer relationship

development needs to occur at the organizational level as well as the individual level with
customers. This need to develop relationships at both organizational and individual levels was
highlighted by the number of unsuccessful proposals that relied on indirect customer
relationship/knowledge through an employee (specifically hired to pursue an opportunity),
teaming partner (subcontractor), or Subject Matter Expert (SME)/consultant. The reliance on
customer knowledge through hiring or partnering appeared to be an effort to overcome a lack of
past performance or lack of customer relationship. This approach failed to mitigate the need for
relationships across the organization.
An approach to building organizational and individual relationships is the Relationship
Emerging Flow (Mandják, Szalkai, Neumann-Bodi, Magyar, and Simon, 2015), presented in
Figure 13. This framework can be used to expand Wilson's (1995) Search and Selection process
by identifying the different triggers for individuals and at the organizational level (Mandják et
al., 2015) that "push actors to begin the mutual interaction process" (p. 36). For Government
customers, consideration must be taken to account for the differences between the PMO versus
the CA roles and the type of information exchanges.
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Recreated from (Mandják et al., 2015) Figure 3 (p. 37)
Figure 13: Relationship Emerging Flow.

Contractors need to consider the complexity of the opportunity. As the complexity of the
program level increases, the number of contractor personnel who need to interact with the
customer decision-makers increases. This is also true for the customer organization. As discussed
in Johnston and Bonoma (1981), too many contractor personnel engaged in the process may
create confusion in messaging and Positioning goals achievement. Conversely, too few
contractor personnel may prevent the information discovery necessary to develop innovative
solutions or understand customer requirements.
V.2.3

Debriefs: Trends on When Customer Debriefs were Requested. While gathering data

and conducting interviews, the following two trends regarding contractors emerged:
1. Contractors frequently requested customer debriefs to understand what proposal
improvements are needed to improve future competitiveness following a loss.
2. Contractors frequently failed to request customer debriefs following an award.
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As a result, it was far more challenging to gather data on contract awards than for
contract losses.
The reasons frequently cited for not requesting a customer debrief for an award most
often provided were: (a) "We won; why would we," and (b) concern that requesting a debrief
would be an "inconvenience on the CO (Contracting Officer)" and set a "bad starting tone for the
relationship."
Understanding why an award was made is just as critical as understanding the reasons for
a loss. This understanding allows contractors to replicate success and mitigate failures supporting
corporate knowledge attainment. Those contractors awarded the bid fail to request a debrief
following the award, despite the likelihood that the Contracting Officer (CO) will have already
generated a debrief for those who did not receive the award. Thus, the CO has generated the
needed information to provide an award debrief with little additional effort.
As experienced gathering debriefs for this study, the research found that many COs sent
the basic written debrief information as part of the award notification anticipating the need to
provide this data. By sending the debrief information in advance, the COs attempt to alleviate the
need to conduct a formal in-person debrief with the contractor, which would require significantly
more coordination and effort.
Lessons from the debrief process should be incorporated into standard operating
procedures and future sales campaigns to improve future opportunity P WINs.
V.3

Limitations
Little academic research was related to developing the contractor/customer relationship

within the federal marketplace early in the acquisition cycle. Industry research by federal
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contractors on this subject was also not available as this data is considered highly competitive
sensitive information.
Another limitation was that terms, terminology, and definitions could vary widely within
the Federal Procurement Market and between contractors. Because of these variances, the
research required in-person interviews and customer-issued documents, i.e., the customer award
debriefs used for this study, to be independently evaluated and scored to gain detailed and
reliable data. Reliance on customer award debriefs to capture the customer's ratings of a
contractor's proposal restricted the number of potential survey participants. These debriefs are
rated as highly competitive sensitive information. Because of the sensitive nature of the material,
many contractors were unwilling to participate in an interview, or release customer debriefs for
opportunities they pursued. In addition, and as discussed later in this chapter, many contractors
fail to request customer debriefs, specifically when the contract is awarded.
Price impact on customer award decisions was not included in this research. Including the
price impact would require capturing the price data for each contractor who submitted a proposal
for a single contract opportunity and then capturing pricing data for multiple opportunities to
perform an analysis. This effort would require the active participation of numerous Contracting
Agencies or a single Contracting Agency on several programs over an extended timeframe.
V.4

Future Research Direction
This research needs to be scaled up to better establish the roles of Perceived Trust,

Perceived Commitment, and Positioning, each moderated by Communications Interchange to
develop the relationship between the contractor and their government customers during the
acquisition cycle pre-solicitation phase. A quantitative approach that studies the variables more
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broadly, building on data developed using the structured interviews approach, may better
establish, define, or redirect trends identified in this study.
Perceived Trust's and Perceived Commitment's negative effect, when not moderated by
Communications Interchange, was not anticipated. Further research needs to be conducted to
determine how various marketing activities impact the customer/contractor relationship.
Additional research should include SET's potential impact and Transaction Cost Analysis
(TCA) on Lowest Price Technically Acceptable (LPTA) and Best Value type proposal evaluation
methods to identify possible differences in contractors' approaches to support business
development during the relationship development phase.
The unexpected negative correlation with the PMO when the contractor communicated
with the CA prior to the RFP release (CA-CI-01) and identified and actively met the CA
decision-makers (CA-CI-03) needs to be researched further to better understand the contractor's
Communication Interchange’s impact on the relationship between the PMO and CA during the
acquisition process initiation and planning phase.
As stated in the qualitative results above, customer relationships through an employee
(specifically hired to pursue an opportunity), teaming partner (subcontractor), or Subject Matter
Expert (SME)/consultant were overall not successful. This is a very common practice among
contractors and should be researched further.
Future research needs to include price as a variable to help contractors better develop
pricing strategies that, combined with pre-solicitation communications exchange, increase P WIN.
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APPENDIX A: NON-COST EVALUATION FACTOR DEFINITIONS
A-1 Evaluation Rating Definitions
Rating
Exceptional

Very Good

Satisfactory

Marginal

Unsatisfactory

Definition
Performance meets contractual requirements and
exceeds many to the Government’s benefit. The
contractual performance of the element or subelement being evaluated was accomplished with
few minor problems for which the contractor’s
corrective actions were highly effective.
Performance meets contractual requirements and
exceeds some to the Government’s benefit. The
contractual performance of the element or subelement being evaluated was accomplished with
some minor problems for which the contractor’s
corrective actions were effective.
Performance meets contractual requirements. The
contractual performance of the element or subelement contains some minor problems for which
the contractor’s corrective actions appear or were
satisfactory.

Performance does not meet some contractual
requirements. The contractual performance of the
element or sub-element being evaluated reflects a
serious problem for which the contractor has not
yet identified corrective actions. The contractor’s
proposed actions appear only marginally effective
or were not fully implemented.
Performance does not meet most contractual
requirements, and recovery is not likely in a timely
manner. The contractual performance of the
element or sub-element contains a serious
problem(s) for which the contractor’s corrective
actions appear or were ineffective.

Note
To justify an Exceptional rating, identify multiple significant
events and state how they were of benefit to the Government. A
singular benefit, however, could be of such magnitude that it
alone constitutes an Exceptional rating. Also, there should have
been NO significant weaknesses identified.
To justify a Very Good rating, identify a significant event and
state how it benefited the Government. There should have been
no significant weaknesses identified.

There should have been only minor problems or major
problems the contractor recovered from without impacting the
contract/order to justify a Satisfactory rating. There should
have been NO significant weaknesses identified. A
fundamental principle of assigning ratings is that contractors
will not be evaluated with a rating lower than Satisfactory
solely for not performing beyond the requirements of the
contract/order.
To justify Marginal performance, identify a significant event in
each category that the contractor had trouble overcoming and
state how it impacted the Government. A Marginal rating
should be supported by referencing the management tool that
notified the contractor of the contractual deficiency (e.g.,
management, quality, safety, or environmental deficiency
report or letter).
To justify an Unsatisfactory rating, identify multiple significant
events in each category that the contractor had trouble
overcoming and state how it impacted the Government.
However, a singular problem could be of such serious
magnitude that it alone constitutes an unsatisfactory rating. An
Unsatisfactory rating should be supported by referencing the
management tools used to notify the contractor of the
contractual deficiencies (e.g., management, quality, safety, or
environmental deficiency reports, or letters).

Source: FAR 42.1503 Procedures, Table 42-1 - Evaluation Rating Definitions

A-2 Technical Rating
Adjectival Rating
Outstanding
Good
Acceptable
Marginal
Unacceptable

Description
Proposal indicates an exceptional approach and understanding of the requirements and contains multiple
strengths.
Proposal indicates a thorough approach and understanding of the requirements and contains at least one strength.
Proposal indicates an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements.
Proposal has not demonstrated an adequate approach and understanding of the requirements.
Proposal does not meet the solicitation requirements and, thus, contains one or more deficiencies and is unawardable.

Source: Table 2a. Technical Rating Method. Source Selection Procedures, 2016. p. 25
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A-3 Technical Risk Rating
Adjectival Rating
Low

Description
Proposal may contain weakness(es), which have little potential to disrupt the schedule, increased cost, or degrade
performance. Normal contractor effort and Government monitoring will likely be able to overcome any
difficulties.
Moderate
Proposal contains a significant weakness or combination of weaknesses that may cause disruption of schedule,
increased cost, or degrade performance. Special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring will likely
be able to overcome difficulties.
High
Proposal contains a significant weakness or combination of weaknesses that are likely to cause significant
disruption of schedule, increased cost, or degrade performance. It is unlikely to overcome any difficulties, even
with special contractor emphasis and close Government monitoring.
Unacceptable
Proposal contains a material failure or a combination of significant weaknesses that increases the risk of
unsuccessful performance to an unacceptable level.
Source: Table 2b. Technical Risk Rating Method. Source Selection Procedures, 2016. p. 25

A-4 Past Performance Ratings
Contractors’ past performance is evaluated for the following factors:


Relevancy: Evaluates past performance to determine if the referenced program is
similar in scope, complexity, and dollar value. See the Past Performance Relevancy
Ratings Table below.



Performance Confidence Assessment: The customer makes a performance
confidence assessment to establish a risk assessment for the contractor’s ability to
perform. See the Performance Confidence Assessments Rating Table below.

A-5 Past Performance Relevancy Ratings Table
Rating
Very Relevant

Definition
Present/past performance effort involved essentially the same scope and magnitude of effort and
complexities as this solicitation requires.
Relevant
Present/past performance effort involved similar scope and magnitude of effort and complexities as this
solicitation requires.
Somewhat Relevant
Present/past performance effort involved some of the scope and magnitude of effort and complexities as
this solicitation requires.
Not Relevant
Present/past performance effort involved little or none of the scope and magnitude of effort and
complexities as this solicitation requires.
Source: Adjectival Rating Definitions from Source Selection Procedures, April 2016 Page 27
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A-6 Performance Confidence Assessments Table
Rating
Substantial Confidence

Definition
Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a high expectation that the
offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
Satisfactory Confidence
Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a reasonable expectation
that the offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
Neutral Confidence
No recent/relevant performance record is available, or the offeror’s performance record is so sparse that no
meaningful confidence assessment rating can be reasonably assigned. The offeror may not be evaluated
favorably or unfavorably on the factor of past performance.
Limited Confidence
Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has a low expectation that the
offeror will successfully perform the required effort.
No Confidence
Based on the offeror’s recent/relevant performance record, the Government has no expectation that the
offeror will be able to perform the required effort successfully.
Source: Adjectival Rating Definitions from Source Selection Procedures, April 2016 Page 29
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APPENDIX B: INSTRUMENTS
B-1 Demographic Data
Item
DI-01

Questions
Position Title

DI-02

Number of years employed at current company?

DI-03

Number of years BD experience in the Federal Marketplace?

DI-04
DI-05

Sex:
Age:

DI-06

Race: (Black – 1; Asian – 2, Hispanic – 3, American Indian – 4; White – 5; Other – 6)

Answer

B-2 Contract Opportunity Data
Item
COD-01

Questions
Contract Opportunity Value

COD-02

Type of Competition: (Full and Open or Task Execution Plan, Task Order, or Delivery Order)

COD-03

If awarded contract, % price was above or below the winning price.

COD-04
COD-05

If not awarded contract, % price was above or below the winning price.
The contract opportunity was for a current PMO customer that you were provided services on another
contract.
The contract opportunity is for a contract renewal, i.e., you are the current incumbent Prime Contractors.

COD-06
COD-07
COD-08
COD-09

Has the contractor performed a contract with the target customer withing the last 3 years?
Prior Customer for a contract that ended less than 3 years of the date a proposal will be submitted for a new
contract opportunity.
The contract opportunity is with a CA this is currently managing another contract.
Has the contractor performed a contract with the target CA within the last 3 years?
Prior Customer for a contract that ended less than 3 years of the date a proposal will be submitted for a new
contract opportunity.

Answer

0 - No
1 - Yes
0 - No
1 - Yes
0 - No
1 - Yes
0 - No
1 - Yes
0 - No
1 - Yes
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B-3 Interview Questions
B.3.1 Perceived Trust
Item
Questions
Answers to Questions: 1 – Strongly disagree; 2 – Disagree; 3 – Somewhat disagree; 4 – Neither agree or disagree; 5 – Somewhat
agree; 6 – Agree; 7 – Strongly agree
PT-01

Developing trust of your customer before the RFP is released is important.

PT-02

The customer was open to discussions and/or meeting with me for this contract opportunity.

PT-03

I believe that the customer trusts our company to perform the work.

PT-04
PT-05

I believe the customer feels we have a clear understanding of the program requirements.
The customer accepted the justifiable selection criteria recommendations we presented.

PT-06

The customer accepted the justifiable requirements recommendations we presented.

PT-07

The customer was responsive to discuss the RFP anytime reasonably requested.

PT-08

On occasion, the customer contacted me directly to get input or recommendations about program needs.

PT-09

When the customer has a technical question, they call our organization first to get recommendations.

PT-10

I regularly have non-work-related discussions with the customer?

B.3.2 Perceived Commitment
Item
Questions
Answers to Questions: 1 – Strongly disagree; 2 – Disagree; 3 – Somewhat disagree; 4 – Neither agree or disagree; 5 – Somewhat
agree; 6 – Agree; 7 – Strongly agree
PC-01
The customer believes your company has good to exceptional ability to successfully perform the work.
PC-02

The customer believes your company had a track record of performing on-time and on-budget.

PC-03

The customer was unhappy with the incumbent’s performance.

PC-04

The customer believes our company recognizes problematic issues and is quickly willing to develop an acceptable
solution in a timely fashion on past programs.
The customer believes our company has consistently resolved problematic issues in a satisfactory fashion to the
government on past programs.
The customer believes that past customers frequently expanded program scope or requirements to include
additional responsibilities.
The customer believes that past customers were willing to support justifiable changes to program requirements that
benefited both parties.

PC-05
PC-06
PC-07

Reverse
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B.3.3 Positioning
Item

Questions

Program Management Office (PMO)
PMO-PO-01
The PMO incorporated contractor
recommendations into their program
requirements (system, program, budget).

PMO-PO-02
PMO-PO-03

The PMO used our recommended contract
vehicle or agency to manage their contract.
The PMO incorporated contractor unique
solution/product or system specifications into
their program requirements.

Contracting Agency (CA)
CA-PO-01
How much time did the Customer allow to
respond to the RFP? i.e., Did Customer allow an
unusual short response time (you knew in
advance) or a normal response time?

CA-PO-02

Did customers’ RFP include recommendations
provided by BD Team?
(The greater impact the positioning had on the
Customer is often demonstrated by number of
decision criteria recommendations provided by
the contractor are present in the final solicitation.)

CA-PO-03

Did customers’ RFP include product
specifications related to the contractor’s
products?
(The greater impact the positioning had on the
Customer is often demonstrated by product
specifications specific to the contractor’s
recommended solution present in the final
solicitation. Inclusion can be neutral to negative
depending on specification. If specifications are a
competitors’, then negative; or could potentially
exclude contractors’ products or solutions, then
positive.)

Answers to Questions
1 – None.
2 - Minor or insignificant recommended
requirements included.
3 - Few or moderately significant requirements
included.
4 - Multiple or some significant requirements
included.
5 - Multiple and key/significant requirements
included.
0 – No
1 - Yes
1 – None.
2 - Minor or insignificant recommended
requirements included.
3 - Few or moderately significant requirements
included.
4 - Multiple or some significant requirements
included.
5 - Multiple and key/significant requirements
included.
1 – Very short/unrealistic response timeframe –
Customer heavily leaning toward incumbent or
another competitor.
2 - Short timeframe - Customer leaning toward
incumbent or another competitor.
3 – Average/normal timeframe – Expected.
4 – Moderately longer timeframe than normal.
5 - Longer timeframe than normal.
1 – None.
2 - Minor or insignificant recommended
requirements included.
3 - Few or moderately significant requirements
included.
4 - Multiple or some significant requirements
included.
5 - Multiple and key/significant requirements
included.
1 – None.
2 - Minor or insignificant recommended decision
criteria included.
3 - Few or moderately significant decision criteria
included.
4 - Multiple or some significant decision criteria
included.
5 - Multiple and key/significant decision criteria
included.

Answer
Response
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B.3.4 Communications Interchange
Item

Questions

Program Management Office (PMO)
PMO-CI-01
Did the contractor communicate with PMO
prior to engagement of CA?

PMO-CI-02

Did the contractor communicate with PMO
prior to RFP release?

PMO-CI-03

Did the contractor identified all key PMO
decision makers/ influencers and actively
engaged with them to shape the
opportunity?

PMO-CI-03-1

1 - Never
2 - Rarely
3 - Occasionally
4 - A moderate amount
5 - A great deal
1 - No contact with PMO
2 - Some phone/email contact only
3 - Industry Day attendance with one-on-one meeting
and some follow up emails/phone calls
4 - Multiple face-to-face/on-line meetings: one- or twotimes excluding Industry Day
5 - Significant communications: multiple face-to-face
and on-line meetings, site visits, emails, phone, etc.
1 - Did not identify for meet with a Key Decision Maker
2 - Identified and met with one Key Decision Maker
3 - Identified and met with two Key Decision Makers
4 - Identified and met with three Key Decision Makers
5 - Identified and met with four Key Decision Makers

(Identification of and direct
communications with key decision
makers/influencers with understanding of
core issues related to the program
performance and/or execution.)
Number of different PMO individuals the contractor directly communicated with specifically related to
the contract opportunity.

PMO-CI-04

Did the contractor determine why is the
Customer releasing the contract for bid?
(Reason customer putting contract up for
bid.)

PMO-CI-05

Did the Sales Lead provide a whitepaper or
other technical inputs with recommend
technical specifications/program
requirements for the program?

PMO-CI-06

Answers to Questions

Did the Sales Lead provide a Rough Order
of Magnitude (ROM) for the program?
(Provided budget recommendations to
support total cost of life cycle or to provide
basic products/services.)
PMO-CI-07
Have representatives for the PMO
conducted a site visit to the contractors’
facilities?
Contracting Agency (CA)
PMO-CI-01
Did the contractor communicate with CA
prior to RFP release?

1 - Means for Customer to reduce costs through
recompete or response to budget cuts.
2 - End of prior contract, mandatory contract renewal
required.
3 - Change in Contract requirements.
4 - Contractor no longer eligible to perform (change in
socio economic status, debarred, loss of security
clearance/certification, etc.).
5 - Contractor poor incumbent performance.
0 - No – Did not provide recommendations.
1 - Yes – Provided recommendations.

0 - No – Did not provide ROM.
1 - Yes – Provided ROM.

0 - No
1 - Yes
1 - No contact with CA
2 - Some phone/email contact only
3 - Industry Day attendance with one-on-one meeting
and some follow up emails/phone calls
4 - Multiple face-to-face/on-line meetings: one- or twotimes excluding Industry Day
5 - Significant communications: multiple face-to-face
and on-line meetings, site visits, emails, phone, etc.

Answer
Response
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Item

Questions

Answers to Questions

CA-CI-02

Did the contractor communicate with CA
prior to RFP Release?

1 - Never
2 - Rarely
3 - Occasionally
4 - A moderate amount
5 - A great deal

CA-CI-03

Did the contractor identified all key CA
1 - Did not identify for meet with a Key Decision Maker
decision makers and actively met with each
2 - Identified and met with one Key Decision Makers
of them face-to-face?
3 - Identified and met with two Key Decision Makers
Identification of and direct communications
4 - Identified and met with three Key Decision Makers
with Key CA Decision Makers with
5 - Identified and met with four Key Decision Makers
understanding of core issues related to the
program performance and/or execution.
Number of different CA individuals the contractor visited with specifically related to the contract
opportunity.

CA-CI-03-1
CA-CI-04
CA-CI-05

CA-CI-06
CA-CI-07

The CA has any ongoing programs with the
contractor?
If you answered yes to -03, rate the level of
agreement with the following statement.
The CA views the contractor as easy to do
business with?
Did the contractor submit a RFI for this
program?
Did the contractor attend an Industry Day
for this program?

Answer
Response

0 - No
1 - Yes
1 - Disagree
2 - Somewhat disagree
3 - Neither agree or disagree
4 - Somewhat agree
5 - Agree
0 - No
1 - Yes
0 - No
1 - Yes

B.3.5 Reputational Trust
Item

Questions

Answers to Questions

RT-01

Customer score of overall technical solution for meeting the
Customer’s requirement?

RT-02

Customer score of overall technical risk for solution delivery
leading to success or failure to deliver Customer’s requirement?

RT-03

Customer overall Rating of the final Proposal?

RT-04
RT-05
RT-06
RT-07

How many weaknesses were identified in the Proposal if any?
How many strengths were identified in the Proposal if any?
How many Evaluation Notice (EN) Questions required responds?
Did you resubmit a lower price in response to an EN?

1 - Exceptional
2 - Very Good
3 - Satisfactory
4 - Marginal
5 - Unsatisfactory
1 - Low
2 - Moderate
3 - High
4 - Unacceptable
1 - Exceptional
2 - Very Good
3 - Satisfactory
4 - Marginal
5 - Unsatisfactory
Number of weaknesses
Number of strengths
Number of EN’s
0 – Yes
1 – No

Answer
Response
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B.3.6 Reputational Performance Satisfaction
Item

Questions

Answers to Questions

RPS-01*

Customer score of Direct or Relevant Past Performance experience
providing product/service.

RPS-02**

Based on the contractor’s recent/relevant performance record, the
Customer’s expectation the contractor will successfully perform
the required effort.

1 - Not Relevant.
2 - Somewhat Relevant.
3 – Relevant.
4 - Very Relevant.
1 - No Confidence.
2 - Limited Confidence.
3 - Neutral Confidence.
4 - Satisfactory Confidence.
5 - Substantial Confidence.

Answer
Response

Sources:
*Adjectival Rating Definitions from Source Selection Procedures, April 2016 Page 27
** Adjectival Rating Definitions from Source Selection Procedures, April 2016 Page 29

B.3.7 Award Decision
Item
CM-01

Questions
Did the customer award the contract to you?

Answers to Questions
0 - No
1 - Yes

CM-02

Was the awarded price high or lower than the other prices
evaluated by the government?

0 – Lower
1 - Higher

Answer Response
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B.3.8 Additional General & Open-End Questions about Bid Decision. While the following
questions are not part of the study, they are designed to gain a better understanding about
the contract effort and what may influence the bid/no bid decision.
Item

Questions

At the Time of the Bid Decision:
BD-01
How long before the RFP was released
was the contract opportunity identified?
BD-02
The Technical/Operational (Tech/Op)
solution developed based on known
customer requirements were:

BD-03

Answers to Questions
Number of Months.
1 – No current solution.
2 – Partial solution, solution available only with teaming partner.
3 – Most of the solution; full solution available by teaming or
investment.
4 – Full solution; with minimum investment.
5 – Full solution available with no need to invest or partner.
1 – No, lack any recent or relevant past performance required.
2 – Has one or two recent contracts with indirect similar scope.
3 – Has one or two with recent contracts with similar scope.
4 – Has one or two with recent contracts with similar scope;
however, requires teaming partner to provide additional
experience to meet RFP requirements for number of past
performances.
5 – Has 3 or more with recent contracts with mixed similar
scope.

Does the contractor have recent and
relevant past performance required to
demonstrate the ability to perform?
Recent: Contract experience less than 3 to
5 years from proposal submission or at
least 6-month experience on a current
contract.
Relevance: contract similar in size ($
value or number of FTEs) and scope
(similar or same requirements).
BD-04
Was there an initial No Bid decision on
0 - No
this effort?
1 - Yes
Open Bid Decision Questions:
OBD-01
By role, who was directly responsible for making the final Bid/No Bid decision? Individual or group?
OBD-02
How did your customer relationship influence the decision to bid?
OBD-03
Was there a specific reason you made the decision to bid?
OBD-04
Did you determine the PWIN for this effort? What was it?
OBD-05
If there was in initial No Bid decision, what was the reason(s)?
OBD-06
If there was in initial No Bid decision, how much time elapsed before the decision was changed to Bid?
OBD-07
If there was in initial No Bid decision, what was the reason(s) to change the decision?
OBD-08
How importance is a customer/contractor relationship to bid success?

Answer
Response
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APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT FORM
Georgia State University
Informed Consent

Title: Assessing B2G Customer/Vendor Relationships Using Social Exchange Theory,
Search and Selection Phase
Principal Investigator: Dr. Danny Norton Bellenger
Principal Investigator: Mr. Mitchell L. Reed
Introduction and Key Information

You are invited to participate in a research study. It is up to you to decide if you would
like to take part in the study.

The purpose of the study is to utilize the SET, Search and Selection process to conduct
empirical research on how the pre-RFP government/contractor relationships influence bid
decisions and customer commitment (contract awards/losses). Your role in the study will last
approximately 45-60 minutes. You will be asked to answer survey questions and some openended questions about your BD efforts related to contract opportunities pursued by you on behalf
of your company. Participating in this study will not expose you to any more risks than you
would experience in a typical day.
This study is not designed to benefit you. Overall, we hope to gain information
about how government/contractor relationships influence bid decisions and customer
commitment (contract awards/losses).

Purpose
The purpose of the study is to utilize the SET, Search and Selection process to conduct
empirical research on how the pre-RFP government/contractor relationships influence bid
decisions and customer commitment (contract awards/losses). You are invited to take part in this
research study because you were identified by your company representative to have led a
contract opportunity on behalf of the company. A total of 30 contract opportunities will be
evaluated for this study.

Procedures
If you decide to take part, you will be asked to respond to a set of questions about the
level of interaction between the Customer and you prior to RFP release as well as the effects of
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communication interchanges on your ability to develop customer trust and commitment and
position their company as the best possible candidate to receive the contract award. There will be
one study-related activity, and it is this one, in the form of this survey. It will require about 45-60
minutes to complete the survey. No additional activities will be requested. Participation in the
survey will span up to three weeks.










The survey will be conducted in-person or live over Zoom, Microsoft Teams, or another
internet meeting platform device.
You may respond to the survey in whole or in part if you do not wish to answer every
question. However, we strongly encourage you to answer all questions to the best of your
ability.
The are no follow up surveys or interviews planned for this study.
Your responses will be linked to your demographic by a randomly assigned study number
to assure survey confidentiality.
By taking part in the study, you are agreeing that the answers and information provided
and demographics can be used for research purposes.
Your participation is voluntary.
This study involves no compensation to you.
Investigators will record and analyze the data.
With your consent, your survey will also become part of the background information for
a published study.
Future Research

Researchers will remove all information that may identify you and may use your data for
future research. If we do this, we will not ask for any additional consent from you.

Risks
In this study, you will not have any more risks than you would on a normal day of life.
No injury is expected from this study, but if you believe you have been harmed, contact the
research team as soon as possible. Georgia State University and the research team have not set
aside funds to compensate for any injury.

Benefits
This study is not designed to benefit you personally. Overall, we hope to gain a better
understanding of how the pre-RFP government/contractor relationships influence bid decisions
and customer commitment (contract awards/losses).

Alternatives
The alternative to taking part in this study is to not take part in the study.
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Voluntary Participation and Withdrawal
You do not have to be in this study. If you decide to be in the study and change your
mind, you have the right to drop out at any time. You may skip questions or stop participating at
any time. You may refuse to take part in the study or stop at any time.

Confidentiality
We will keep your records private to the extent allowed by law. The following people and
entities will have access to the information you provide:
•

Dr. Danny Norton Bellenger and Principal Investigator Mr. Mitchell L. Reed.

•

GSU Institutional Review Board

•

Office for Human Research Protection (OHRP)

Each participant will be assigned a random study number that will be recorded on a
separate keycode sheet. We will have no identifying data in the electronic study records. The
information you provide will be stored on firewall and password-protected files on the
investigators’ computers. The key code sheet, all paper and electronic documents produced for
this research will be retained until the project is completed and no further analyses are necessary.
After the analysis is complete, keycode sheet, all study records or documents will be destroyed
or deleted. When we present this study or publish its results, we will not use your name or any
other information that may identify you. The findings will be summarized and reported in
aggregate form.

Contact Persons
Contact Dr. Danny Norton Bellenger at 404-401-2424 or email to dbellenger@gsu.edu
• If you have questions about the study or your part in it
• If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about the study

The IRB at Georgia State University reviews all research that involves human
participants. You can contact the IRB if you would like to speak to someone who is not involved
directly with the study. You can contact the IRB for questions, concerns, problems, information,
input, or questions about your rights as a research participant. Contact the IRB at 404-413-3500
or irb@gsu.edu.
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Consent
We will give you a copy of this consent form to keep.

If you are willing to volunteer for this research, please sign below.

____________________________________________
Printed Name of Participant

____________________________________________
Signature of Participant

_________________
Date

_____________________________________________

_________________

Principal Investigator or Researcher Obtaining Consent

Date
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEWEE KEY CODE SHEET
#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Interviewee’s Name

Key Code
A1
A2
A3
A4
A5
C1
C2
C3
C4
C5
S1
S2
S3
S4
S5
W1
W2
W3
W4
W5
R1
R2
R3
R4
R5
Y1
Y2
Y3
Y4
Y5

APPENDIX E: CONTRACT OPPORTUNITY KEY CODE SHEET
#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Interviewee’s Name

Key Code
Alpha
Bravo
Charlie
Delta
Echo
Foxtrot
Golf
Hotel
India
Juliet
Kilo
Lima
Mike
November
Oscar
Papa
Quebec
Romeo
Sierra
Tango
Uniform
Victor
Whiskey
Xray
Yankee
Zulu
Adam
Baker
Nora
Ocean

APPENDIX F: PEARSONS CORRELATION MATRIX TABLE

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Legend:
Demographic Data:
Contract Opportunity Data:
Perceived Trust:
Perceived Commitment:
Positioning:
Communications Interchange:
Reputational Trust:
Reputational Performance Satisfaction:
Award Decision:
Add. General & Open-End Questions:

DI-01 – 06
COD-01 – 09
PT-01 – 10
PC-01 – 07
PMO-PO-01 – 03 / CA-PO-01 – 03
PMO-CI-01 – 07 / CA-CI-01 – 07
RT-01 – 08
RSP-01 – 02
CM-01 – 02
BD-01 – 04

APPENDIX G: SSPS FACTOR ANALYSIS ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX
OUTPUT AGAINST DEPENDENT VARIABLE

G.1 Perceived Trust
Component
1
2
3
PT-01 .075
.683
.093
PT-02 .748
.479
-.174
PT-03 .768
.099
.359
PT-04 .786
.130
-.069
PT-05 .160
-.076
.916
PT-06 -.060 .201
.934
PT-07 .842
.342
.128
PT-08 .254
.854
-.089
PT-09 .343
.777
.159
PT-10 .550
.557
.043
Rotation converged in 5 iterations.
Table B-1: Perceived Trust Internal Factors

G.2 Perceived Commitment
Component
1
2
PC-01
.576
.342
PC-02
.867
-.099
PC-03
.015
.831
PC-04
.880
-.026
PC-05
.927
.069
PC-06
.085
.921
PC-07
.697
.396
Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
Table B-2: Perceived Commitment Factors

G.3 Positioning
Component
1
2
3
PMO-PO-01 .035 .924
.146
PMO-PO-02 -.761 -.032
.308
PMO-PO-03 .712 .043
.570
CA-PO-01
.034 -.138
-.898
CA-PO-02
.229 .932
.036
CA-PO-03
.844 .284
.173
Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
Table B-3: Positioning Factors

G.4 Communications Interchange
Component
1
2
3
4
PMO-CI-01 .098 .587 -.186 .631
PMO-CI-02 -.146 .248 -.114 .807
PMO-CI-03 .347 .830 -.181 .139
PMO-CI-03-1 .197 .847 -.286 .166
PMO-CI-04 -.408 .111 -.267 -.669
PMO-CI-05 .620 .229 -.017 .252
PMO-CI-06 .230 .016 -.611 .347
PMO-CI-07 -.261 .709 .196 .084
CA-CI-01
.811 -.112 .004 .126
CA-CI-03
.923 .034 .031 -.069
CA-CI-03-1 .923 .034 .031 -.069
CA-CI-04
.173 -.176 .883 -.011
CA-CI-05
.217 -.183 .871 -.013
CA-CI-06
-.226 .335 .713 .193
CA-CI-07
.403 -.485 -.224 .309
Rotation converged in 6 iterations.
Table B-4: Communications Interchange Factors

G.5 Reputational Trust
Component
1
2
3
RT-01
.898
-.222
-.240
RT-02
.948
-.093
-.022
RT-03
.919
-.156
-.116
RT-04
.842
-.020
.159
RT-05
.324
-.577
.332
RT-06
-.079
.037
.943
RT-07
.025
.877
.003
RT-08
-.212
.779
.444
Rotation converged in 4 iterations.
Table B-5: Reputational Trust Factors
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